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Mrs. ray N % R, 



O F 



SUNBURY, in MIDDLESEX. 



Madam, 

YOUR known zeal for the caufe in 
the defence of which this work is 
compofed is my motive for prefixing your 
name to it. It is a great and important 
queftion that is now in agitation^ and it 
is but juftice that pofterity fhould^ if pof- 
fible, be made acquainted with the names 
of thofe zealous advocates of truths whofe 
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exertions, though not in the charafter of 
writers, have yet, in various other ways, 
contributed to Its fuccefsful fpread. In 
this honourable clafs 1 know of few that 
are intitled to ftand before that of Mrs. 
Rayner. 



* 



Such is our focial nature, that thofc 

who are actuated by the pureft love of 

truth, and whofe views are the moft 

fingle, feel^ and therefore, in fomc degree, 

want the additional motive which arifes 

from the concurrence of others, ia a caufe 

in which the world in general is againft 

them. But a very few, united in a love 

of trath# of the Importance of which 

th^y ve deeply fenfible, will eafily bear 

up ^gainil any eombinatioo^ Nopibers^ 

power, wealth, long eilabliifament, fafhion, 

iotensft, and every other advantage on the 

fide 
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fide of error, infpire no fear or diftrail, 
but rather give courage to the fqnali band 
that fight under the banners of truth and 
right. The contefl itfelf is glorious, and 
their confidence of final fuccefs makes 
them cafy^ and eveo jojrfuh under all op* 
pofitioo. 

Believing^ as I am perfuaded that yetf^ 
Madam^ as well as myfelf, do, that a wiie 

Providence fuper-intends all events, guid- 
ing the thoughts and purfuits of every 
individual to the mod proper objed, and 
in the moft proper time, we rejoice in 

feeing every qucftion of great memeof, 
and efpecially thofc relating to theology, 
become the fubjed of interefting difcuf^ 
fion I well knowing that it It a prelude 
to the enlargement of the minds of men, \ 

the deteaion of error, and the propaga- 
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tion of truths with' which the well being 
of mankind^ here and hereafter, is always, 
more or lefs, conneifted; 



You, Madam, have fufficiently ihewn 
a mind fuperior to every thing that this 
world can hold out in oppoiition to the 
claims of reafon and confcience; and the 
j||^nqwledge that I have of your enlarged 
views, and your noble intrepidity in fol- 
lowing truth wherever you apprehend it 
to lead you, and in overlooking all obfla- 
cles th^t would pppofe right condudl^ will 
always, I hope, increafe my own zeal and 
firmnef^ in the fame caufe. Such ex- 
amples are ever prefent to my mind ^ and 
f it is impofHble that they ihould be con- 

V templated without fpmc beneficial in- 
fluence. 
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Society, like yours, and that of our 
common and excellent friend Mr. Lindfcy 
(without, however, excluding many others /^ 
who think differently from us with re^ 
fpedl to the object of this work, but whofe -^'^ 
chriftian fpirit I revere, and, J hope, emu- 
late) is one chief fource of my happinefs i^ 
here. And I have no greater wifh than 
to rejoin fuch friends hereafter, and (hare 
in their purfuits in a future world, as I 
have done in the prefent ; not doubting 
but that we fhall find proper objedls for 
the exercife of that ardent love of truth, 
and that zeal and aftivity in promoting 
it (as well as for the principles of piety 
and benevolence in general) which have 
been formed here. 

Wifliing that your fun may fct with 
ferenity, in the pleafing profpedl of the 

a 4 fuccefsful 
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fttccefsful rpread of that truth which it 
has been your great wifh to promote, and 
of that future happy world, in which 
truth and virtue will reign triumphant, 

1 am, with the trueft rcfpeft. 
Madam, 

Your moft obliged 
humble Servant, 



J. PRIESTLEY. 

BIRMINGHAM, 



THE 



THE 



PREFACE. 



'T* H E Hiftory of the Corruptions of 
-■• Chrijiianity I wrote as a fequel to 
xny Infiituies of Natural and Revealed Reli^ 
gxon^ and therefore chiefly for the ufe of 
the unlearned^ who might wiOi to know in 
what manner, and from what caufes, fuch 
doflirines as thofc of the trinity^ atonement^ 
original fin ^ &c. arofe, and got fo firm atl 
eflabliihment in the creeds of fo many per-^ 
fons profeffing ^hriftianity, with the ge- 
fiuine principles of which they are totally 
difcordant. 

That work having engaged me in a con* 
troverfy with refpedl to the firft article of 
it, viz. the Hifory of Opinions concerning 
Chriji^ I have been led to give more parti- 

3 cular 



It PREFACE. 

pular attention to the fubjeft ; and this has 
produced the materials for the work which 
I now prefent to the public, and efpecially 
to the learned^ to whom it is more particu- 
larly* addrefled ; though, I hope, that the 
greateft part of it will be fufficiently intel- 
ligible to readers of good fenfe, who may 
not have had the advantage of a fcholaftic 
"education. 

In cbmpofing this work, I can truly fay 
that I have fpared neither time, labour, nor 
cxpence. When I formed the defign of it^ 
I was determined to do it. from original 
ivriters, without even looking into any 
modern author whatever. I therefore pe- 
rufed all the books of which a catalogue 
will be given at the clofc of the work 
(which are all that I could purchafe, of 
conveniently borrow) with as much care as 
I thought the nature of each required, hnv- 
ing only one objedt in v;ew ; and I did hot 
knowingly overlook any paffage that pro- 
mifed to throw light upon the fubjedJ:. . 

Having 
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Having colledted and arranged thefe rria- 
tcrials, furniflied by thofe original authors; 
I applied nayfelf to the reading of all thfc 
modern writers of any reputation for learn- 
ing in ecclcfiallical hiftory, whether their 
opinions were the fame with mine, or not. 
But the addition that I made to my own 
colledlion of authorities by this means 
amounted to very little^ not more than 
about twenty or thirty, and thofe, in gene- 
ral, of no great confequence. What more 
I could have done I cannot tell. By de- 
laying the publication a year or two longer, 
and revifing the work iagain and again, I 
might, no doubt, have made it more com- 
plete, efpeciallyas z compofitton. But with 
me this is no objedl at all ; and the im- 
provement that I might have made in the 
work in other refped:s would not, I think, 
have been very material. 

With great tranquility and fatisfadion, 
therefore, I now commit this Hiftory to my 
friends, and to my enemies ; fufficiently 
aware that it is not without ita defeds to 

exercifc 
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cxercifc the candour of the former, and the 
captioufncfs of the latter. But no work of 
this extent, and of this nature, can be ex- 
pe6ted to be perfedl. I have myfelf difco- 
vered great naiftakes and overfights in thofe 
who have gone before me; and notwith- 
ftanding all my care, I fliall not be fur- 
prized if thofe who cpme after me, efpe- 
cially if they walk over the fame ground 
-more leifurely than I have done, fliould find 
fome things to correct in me. To make this 
as eafy as poflible, I have printed my autho- 
rities at full length. But I am confident, 
that all my overfights will not invalidate 
any poGtion of confequence in the whole 
work ; and this is all jhat the real inquirer 
after truth will be felicitous about. 

On no former occafion have I declined, 
but on the contrary I have rather courted, 
and provoked, oppofition, becaufe I am 
fenfible it is the only method of difcover- 
ing truth ; and I am far from wifliing that 
this work may efcape the mofl; rigorous 
examination. It will enable me to correct: 

any 



PREFACE. nJii- 

any future editions of it, and make it more 
perfect than it is poflible for me to make 
it at prefent. I hope alfo that the con-> 
troverfy will be continued by men of learn- 
ing, though I may nov<r think myfelf ex- 
cufed from taking any part in it. But with 
rfcfpefl to this, I do not pretend to have 
any fixed determination* Every writer who 
wifhes not to miflead the public, is anfwer- 
able for what he lays before them. At their 
bar he is always finding, and fhould hold 
himfelf ready to anfwer any important 
queflion, when it is properly put to him. 

This 1 fhall have a good opportunity of 
doing in the Theological Repojitory^ which 
I have revived, and which is published oc- 
cafionally ; and, to repeat what I faid on a 
former occafion, *^ If any perfon will give 
•* his name, and propofe any difficulty 
** whatever relating to the fubjeA of thi^ 
«* work, fo that I (hall fee reafon to think 
** that it proceeds from a love of truth, I 
^' here promife that I will fpeak fully ta 
•Vit, and I fhall be as explicit a$ I poffibly 

'* can." 
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** can." Notwithftanding the pains that 
have been taken to exhibit me to the public 
as an unfair and difingenuous writer, I truft 
, that with many, at leaft, I have feme cha- 
O racier ta lofe ; or if fo much has been taken 
away that I have but little left, it may be 
prefumed that I fhall be the more careful 
of it on that account. 

It was my earneft wifli to have had the 
advantage of a public difcuffion of the fub- 
jcfl: of this work by a learned Arian before 
I had proceeded to the compofition of it. 
I folicited for fuch an opponent both pub- 
licly and privately, but without fuccefs ; 
which I think is much to be regretted. In 
lieu of this, I have colledted the ideas of 
the Arians in a more private way, and have 
myfelf endeavoured to fuggeft all that I 
poflibly could in fupport of their opinion. 
It will be feen that I have given particular 
attention to their dodrine through the 
, whole courfe of the work ; and I muft fay 
-'that, I find no evidence of its cxiftence be- 
fore the time of Arius. If I have proved 

this. 
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this, the hypofhefis muft be abandofted. 
For no perfon can long fatisfy himfelf with? * 
faying, it is fufficient for him, if he find 
his opinion in the fcriptures, and that he 
will not trouble himfelf about that of 
others, however near to the time of the' 
apoftles. For it will be an unanfwerable j^ 

argument, a priori^ againft any particular | 

doftrine being contained in the fcriptures, \ 

that it was never uaderftood to be fo by thofc 
perfons for whofe immediate ufe the fcrip- .. 
tures were written, and who muft have been 
much better qualified to underftand them, 
in that refpedl at leaft, than we can pretend 
to be at this day. 



My Arian friends, I am well aware, will 
think that, in this, as well as in a great 
part of the work, I bear peculiarly hard 
upon them; and I frankly acknowledge it, t 

1 think theirs to be an hypothefis equally -*^ -. \ 
deftitute of fupport in the fcriptures, in j 
reafon, and in hiftory. Ther^ is, I even 

4 

think, lefs colour for it than for the trini* 
tarian dodtrinc as it ftood before the coun*- 

cil 
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cA of Nice. For afterwards it became a 
perfed: ctmtradi&ion^ undeferving of any 
difcufiion. 

It would give me much pain to offend 
my Arian friends^ as I fear I fhall do in 
this work ; becaufe for many of them I have 
a great efteem, for fome of them as great as 
I have for any living characters whatever. 
But I flatter myfelf that^ as they know me 
well^ they will be fatisfied, that all I have 
advanced arifes from the fulnefs of my per- 
fuafion with refped to the fallacioufnefs of 
their principles^ and my earneft defire to 
recommend to them a fy flem better founded 
than their own. 

They will be more particularly offended 
at my not allowing them the title of unita^ 
rians. But for this I have given my rea- 
fons ; and I refpedt them as good men^ and 
good chrifiians^ which is of infinitely more 
value. Beiides^ the title of unitarians is 
that which had always been given to thoie 
who have of late been called Socinians in 

this 
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this tountry, till Arianifm was introdpced 
by Mr. Whifton, Dr, Clarke, and Mr. 
Pierce, at a time when the old unitarians, 
fuch as were Mr. Biddle, and Mr, Firmin 
(thofe moft rcfpeftable of men) were almoft 
extind:. We therefore only reclaim an old 
poffeffion, and by this means get quit of 
a denomination from a particular perfon, 
which is never a pleafipg circumflance. 
But let my reafons be confidered, and by 
them I am willing to ftand or falU 

There is one particular fubjedl on which 
I have much enlarged in this treatife, and 
about which I had no intention to write 
at all, when I began to 6olle6l materials for 
it. It is the miraculous conception of Jefus, 
concerning which I had not at that time 
entertained any doubt ; though I well knew 
that feveral very eminent and learned chrif- 
tians, of ancient and modern times, had 
difbelieved it. The cafe was that, in pe- 
rufing the early chriftian writers, with a 
view to colleft all opinions concerning Cbriji^ 
1 found fo much on this fubjedl, that I 

b * could 
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could not help giving particular attention 
to it;- and it being impoffible not to be 
flruck with the abfurdity of their reafoning 
about it, I was by degrees led to think 
whether any thing better could be faid in 
proof of thtfaSi ; and at length my coUec* 
tions and fpeculations, grew to the fize 
that is npw before the reader. 

It has been my bufinefs to coUed: and 
digeft fa^s and opinions, and it will be 
his to form a judgment concerning them. 
What I myfelf think of them he will eafily 
perceive, becaufe I have frankly acknow- 
ledged it ; but that ought not to bias him. 
I rather wifli that it may operate to awaken 
his fufpicions, and lead him to examine 
what I have advanced with tjie greateft ri- 
gour. To affift his judgment, I have kept 
nothing back that has occurred to myfelf, 
6r that has been fuggefted by others ^ and 
in order to colledt opinions with more eafc, 
I firft publifhed this article in • the Theolo^ 
gical Repojitory, as I alfo did that relating 
to the intricate bufinefs of Platonifm. 

lam 
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I am well aware that what I have ad*- 
vanccd on this fubjeft will give my ene- 
mies frefli occafion for raifing a clamour 
againft me. But they cannot, with this 
new provocation, add to what they have 
already faid of me. If they tax me with 
mean artifice, bafc difingenuity, grofs ig- 
norance, and the moft wilful perverfion 
of the authors I quote, there will be 
nothing new in it. My ears kre now ac- 
cuftomed to thefe -charges, and callous to 
them ; fo that I receive them as things of 
courfe. And though I, no doubt, wifli to 
ftand better with my readers, and to pafs 
for a fair and earncft, though fearlcfs en- 
quirer after truth (becaufe I believe myfelf 
to be fo) it is, from habit, no great pain to 
me to be confidered in a different light* 
To my enemies, therefore, who have already 
calumniated me fo grofsly, I make no apo- 
logy, and of thena I afk no favour. 1 (hould 
fue in vain if I did* 

The only article for which I acknow- 
ledge myfelf an advocate in this work, is 

b 2 the 
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the truth and antiquity of the proper uni- 
tarian dodrine, in oppofition to the trinita- 
rian and Arian hypothefes. And even with 
refpedt to this, 1 am, as I have obferved be- 
fore, by no means fanguine in my expefta- 
tions from the efFedt of the moft forcible ar- 
guments ; the minds of many being at prc- 
fent greatly indifpofed to receive the opinion 
that I contend for, in confequenceof ftrong 
early prejudices in favour of a different one; 
prejudices which have been confirmed by 
much reading, thinking, and converfation. 
Leaft of all can I expert to make any im- 
preffion on thofe who are advanced in life. 
My chief expectations arc from the youngs 
and from fojlerity. And it is happy for the 
caufe of truth, as well as other valuable pur- 
pofes, that man is mortal ; and that while 
the fpecies continues, the individuals gooff 
the ftage. For othervvifc the whole fpecies 
would foon arrive at its maximum in all 
improvements, as individuals now do. 

In this work I find myfelf in a great mea- 
fure, as I was well apprized, upon new 

ground. 
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ground. At Icaft, I fee reafon to think 
that It has never been fufficiently examined 
by any perfon who has had the fame general 
views of things that I have* Dr. Lardner, % 
who Was as much converfant with the early — «^ \ 
chriftian writers as perhaps any man what- J 
ever, and whofe fentiments on the fubjefl: 
of this controverfy, were the fame with 
mine, yet had another objcd: in reading — 
them. 

Przipcovius-wrote upon this fubjeft, but 
what he has advanced is very fhort, and 
very imperfedl. What Zuicker did, I can 
only learn from Bifhop Bull, who had not 
fcen all his works ; but I fufpedl that he 
was not mafter of all the evidence that may 
be procured from a careful reading of an- 
cient writers, and.acomparifon of thefeveral 
circumftances to be colledtcd from them*. 

* Since this was written, I have had a particular ac- 
count of this work from a learned foreign correfpondent, 
and it has not contributed to heighten my regret at not 
having been able to procure it. It docs nor. appear to 

b 3 me. 
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And it certainly requires no fmall degree 
of patience, as well as judgment and faga- 
city, to trace the real ftate of the uni- 
tarian chriftians in early times, from the 
writings of their enemies only. For all 
their own writings are either grofsly inter- 
polated, or have periflied, except the Cle^ 
mentines. But a candid reader will make 
allowance for this great difadvantage, which/, 
as the hiftorian of the unitarians, I have 
laboured under. Who is there that will pre- 
tend to collect from the Roman hiftorian s 
only, a complete account of the affairs of 
the Carthaginians, the maxims of their 
condudt, and the motives of their public 
tranfadtions, efpecially in relation to thofe 
things with refpeft to which we know 
that they mutually accufed each other. 

As to the learned chriftians of the laft 
age (excepting* the Athanafians) they were 

mct that either Mr. Zuicker, or any of the Polifli So- 
cinians, were fufficiently acquainted with chriftian anti« 
qiiity. 

almoft; 
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almoft all Arians, fuch as Dr. Whitby, Dr. 
Clarke, Mr. Whifton, Mr. Jackfon, Mr. 
Pierce, &c. In their time, it was a great 
thing to prove that the opinion of the 
perfect equality of the Son to the Father, 
in all divine perfedtions, was not the doc- 
trine of the early ages. Thofe writers 
could not, indeed, * help perceiving tj-aces 
of the dodtrine of the fimple humanity of J 

Chrift; but taking it for granted that this 
was an opinion concerning him as much too 
low, as that of the Athanafians was too high, 
and there being no diftinguiflied advocates 
for the proper unitarian dodtrine in their j^^ 
time, they did not give fufficient attention 
to the circumftanccs relating to it. Thefe 
circumftances it has been my bufinefs to 
coUeft, and to compare; and, fituatcd as 
I am, it may be depended upon, that I 
have done it with all the circumfpedtion 
of which I am capable. 

My authorities from original writers will 
perhaps be thought too full ; but I ima- 
gined that an error on this lide would be 

b 4 the 
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the better extreme of the two. In fome 
few places/ the fame references have been 
repeated, and in p. 147, through inadvert- 
ence unneceflarily, as they occur again, p. 
169, where they were more wanted. But 
I do not think that befides thefe, there are 
more than three or four repetitions of re- 
ferences in the whole work. It will fre- 
quently be found that more is contained 
in the reference than in the text ; but 
this will gratify fome perfons who may 
wifli to fee in what manner chriftian 
writers of fo early a period exprelTed them- 
felves' on the fubjeds of this work, ef- 
pecially as but few of my readers will 
have an opportunity of feeing many of 
the originals. If fome of my quota- 
tions fhould excite a fmile, I hope they 
will not be difpleafed. In whatever light 
fuch paflages may appear to them, they 
may be affured that they were written 
with great ferioufnefs ^ and this will con- 

■ 

tribute to their forming a more perfect 
idea of the character and manner of that 
clafs of writers. 

My 
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My claffical reader muft not ^xpe6t the 
moft correft ftyle in the authors with 
whom I fhall bring him acquainted, efpe- 
cially fome of thofe who wrote in Latin ; 
and the Greek writers abound with paflages 
which the ableft critics have not been able 
to reftore. In thefe cafes I have generally 
given that reading which the editors have 
preferred, and fometimes that which I 
have thought the fenfe abfolutely required. 
However, the meaning (which is all that I 
have to do with) is generally fufficiently 
obvious, when the grammatical conftruc- 
tion of the words is the moft difficult. 

It is fometimes of great confequence 
to diftinguifh between the genuine and 
the Jpurious wx)rks of the Fathers. With 
refped: to this, I have miftly followed 
Cave. But, in general, it is fufficient for 
my purpofe, if the books I quote were 
written within the period to whiqh the 
fuppofed writers belong ; becaufe all that 
I am concerned with, is the exiftence of 
any particular opinion in the age to which 
1 I refer 



cT 



xxvi PREFACE. 

I refer it ; fo that, in many cafes, a miftakc 
of this kind will not affedt my objedt. 
Some will think that I have done wrong 
in afcribing the Phllofophumena to Origen ; 
and in quoting the treatifc againft Noctus, 
as if it was the work of Hippolytus, though 
in this Beaufobre has done the fame before 
me. But the former I really think bears the 
marks of an age as early as that of Origen, 
and the latter I have not quoted for any pur- 
pofe in which either the writer, or the exad: 
date of the work, is concerned. 

I muft alfo apprize my readers of an- 
other circumftance relating to my references, 
which is, that they will often find evidence 
as ftrongly in favour of any particular pro- 
pofition under fome other head, as that 
which they -will fee in the place where 
they will moft naturally look for it. But 
having, as I imagined, a fuperfluity of evi- 
dence for every thing that I have ad- 
vanced, rather than tire the reader with a 
multiplicity of quotations of one kind, 
in any one place, I contrived to intro- 

duce 
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ducc feveral of them under o.ther heads, 
to which they like wife bore a relation. 
As to thofe perfons, therefore, who are 
not fatisfied with what I judge to be fuffi- 
cient evidence, on any article, I would 
wifh them to fufpend their judgment till 
they have perufed the whole work ; as it 
is very poffible that they may be more 
ftruck with thofe authorities which they 
will find in fome other place. 

To give as much perfpicutty as I poffibly 
could to fo complexja fubjedt, I have given 
particular attention to the arrangement of 
this work. For this purpofe I have made 
many divifions and fub-divifions in it. On 
this account it was not eafy to prevent 
the occurrence of the fame confiderations 
in different places, and I ifook the lefs 
care to avoid it, becaufe the views of 
things that' are repeated are of particular 
importance, though never that I know of 
exhibited before, fo that I wifhed to im- 
prefs them on the mind of the reader. 

Before 
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Before I clofe this preface, I muft ap- 
prize my readers, that I have introduced 
into this work, every thing of which I 
could make any ufe from any of the pub- 
lications in my late controverfy, as I there 
informed them that I fhould do. They 
have, therefore, before them all that I have 
been able to bring together, as materials 
from which to form their own judgment. 
And having done my duty with rcfpeft ta 
thetn^ let them do the fame with refped: to 
truthj and to themfehes. 
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CONTAINING 

A VIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS 
AGAINST THE DOCTRINES OF THE 
DIVINITY AND PRE - EXISTENCE OF 
CHRIST. 
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* 

Of the Argument agalnft the DoSlrines of the 
Divinity and Pre^exijlence of Chrijl^ from 
the general Tenor of the Scriptures. 

WHEN we inquire into the dodlrinc 
of any book^ or fet of books, con- 
cerning any fubjedt, and particular paflages / 
are alledged in favour of different opinions^ 
we fliould chiefly cdnfider what is the ge-^ 
neral tenor of the whole work with refpeft 
to it, or what impreffion the firft careful j 
perufal of it would probably make upon an 
impartial reader. This is not difficult to ; 
Vol. I. B diftinguifh. 
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diflinguifh. For, in works of any confi- 
derable extent, the leading dodtrined, and 
particularly thofe which it was the particu- 
lar dcfign of the writers to inculcate^ will 
occur frequently, and they will often be 
illuftrated, and enforced by a variety of 
arguments'; fo that thofe things only will 
be dubious, the mention of which occurs 
but feldom, or which are not exprefsly 
ajertedy but only inferred from particular 
expreflions. But by attending only to fomc 
particular expreflions, and neglefting, or 
wholly overlooking others, the ftrangeft 
and mofl unaccountable opinions may be 
afcribed to writers. Nay, without confi- 
dering the relation that particular exprcf- 
fions bear to others, and to the tenor of the 
whole work, fentiments the very reverfe of 
thofe which the writers meant to inculcate 
may be afcribed to them. 

If, from previous inflrudlion, and early 
habits, we find it difficult to afcertain the 
real meaning and defign of a writer in this 
way, we (hall find much affiftance by con- 
fidering in what fenfe he was adtually uh- 
derftood by thofe perfons for whofe ufe ♦he 

wrote. 
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wrote^ aod who muft have been the beO: ac- 
quainted with his language. For if a writer 
exprcffes himfelf with tolerable clearnefs, 
and really means to be underflood (being 
well acquainted with the perfons into whofe 
hands his work will come) he cannot fail 
to be fo, with refpcA tp every thing of 
confequence. 

If we wi£h to know whether Homer> for 
ioftance, entertained the opinion of there, 
being more Ggds than one, we need only read 
his poems^ and no doubt will remain con- 
cerning it ; the mention of Jupiter, Juno» 
Alars, &c. and the part they took in the 
fiege of Troy, occurring perpetually. If any 
difficulty (hould ftill remain, we muft then 
confider what were the opinions, and whftt 
was the practice of the Greeks, who read 
and approved his poems. In this way we 
(hall Toon fatisfy ourfelves, that Homer 
held the dodrine of a multipiicity of Gods ^ 
and that be, and the Greeks in general^ 
were what we call idolaters. 

In like nunner, an impartial perfon may 
cafily fatisfy himfelf, that the writers of 
tb(e boGtks 0f fcripture held the do^ine of 

B 2 one 
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one God^ and that they were under flood to 
do fo by thofe perfons for whofc ufc the 
books were written. 

If we confult Mofes's account of the 
creation^ we (hall find that he makes no 
mention of more than one God^ who made 
the heavens and the earth, who fupplied 
the earth with plants and animals, and who 
alfo formed man. The plural number^ in- 
deed, is made ufe of when God is rcprc* 
*fented as faying, Gen. i. 26. Let us make 
man ; but that this is mere phrafeology^ is 
jcvident from, its being faid immediately 
after, an the Angular number, v. 27. God 
created man in bis ov)n image, fo that the 
creator was flill one being. Alfo, in the ac* 
count of the building of the tower of • 
Babel^ we read. Gen xj. 7, that God faid let 

m. 

ns go down, and there confound their lan^ 
guagei but we find, in the very next verfc,- 
that it was one being only who actually 
efFeded this. 

In all the intercourfe of God with Adamj 
Noah, and the other partriarch^, no men- 
tion is made of more than one. being who 
addrefled them under that chaid^ter. The 

nan^ 
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name by which he is diftinguifhed is fome- 
times y^Aoi;^>&, and at other times the God 
of Abraham^ &cc. but no doubt can be en- 
tertained, that this was the fame being who 
is firft mentioned under the general title of 
God, and to whom the making of the hea- 
vens and the earth is afcribed. 

Frequent mention is made in the fcrip- 
tures of angels, who fometimes fpeak in the 
name of God, but then they are always re^- 
prefented as the creatures and the fervants 

of God, It is even doubtful whether, in 

* ■ • . ' ■ ' 

fome pafes, what are palled angels, and had 

» » • •• . » ' .» . .^ 

the form of men, wfto even walked, and 

•••■■- . . ■ 

fpake, &c. like men, were any thing more 
than temporary appearances, and no per- 
manent beings ; the mere organs of th^ 
deity, uf^d for the purpofe of making him- 
felf known and underftood by hi« creatures. 
Ovi no account, however^ can thefe angels 
be confidered as Gods, rivals of the fuprcme 
jbeing, or of the fame rack with him, 

The moft exprefs' declarations concern^ 
ing the unity of God, and of the importance 
of the belief of it, •are frequent in the Old 
Teflament. The firft commandinent is, 

33 3 5^^ 
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Ei* jfix. 3". Ttoujhalt have ranker Oods be^ 
fore me. This is repeated in the moft em- 
phatical manmer, Dcut. vi. 4. HeaVy O tp 
fraely the Lord thy God is one laO^d. I have 
at occafion to repeaEt what pccuri on this 
ftibje(9: in the later prophets. "-It appears, 
indeed, to havd been the great objeft of tht 
religion of the Ji\^s> and of their being 
diftinguiflied ffoni other nations by the fu-i 
perior prefence and fuperintendence of God, 
to pjreferve among them the knowledge of 
the divine unity, while the reft of the 
tvofld were falling into idolatry. And by 
means of this nation, and the difcipline 
which it underwent, that gveat doftrine was 
effedually preferved among men,^ and con^^ 
tinues to be fo to thts day. ; ^ 

Had there be6n any diftiiKfJiion of' perfons 
in the divine nature, fuch as th^ doftrine 
ef the trinity fuppofes^ it is at leaft fo like 
an irifiringement of the fundamental doc- 
trine of the Jewifh religion, that it certainly 
required to be explained, and the obvious 
inference from it to be guarded againft. 
Hid the eternal Father had a Sony and alfo a 
Spirit^ each of them equal in power and 

* ■ • • • 
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glory to himfelf, though there (hould have . 
been a fenfe in which 'each of them was ' 
truly God, and" yet there was, properly 
fpeaking, only one God ; at leaft the more . 
obvious inference would have' been, that if 
each of the three perfons was properly God, , 
they would iall together make three Gods. 
Since, therefore, nothing of this kind is 
faid in the Old Teftament, as the objedioii 
is never made, nor anfwered,"it is evident 
that the idea had not then occurred. No 

• • 

expreflion, or appearance, had at that time 
even fuggefted the difficulty. 

If we guide ourfelves by the fenfe ia 
wliich the Jews underftood their own facred 
books, we cannot but conclude that they 
contained no fuch dodlrine as that of the 
chriftian trinity. For it does not appear 
that any Jew, of ancient or modern times, 
ever deduced fuch a doftrine from them. 
The Jews always interpreted their fcrip- 
tures as teaching that God is fimply one^ 
without diftin(5ition of perfons, arid that the 
fame being wha made the world, did alfo 
ipqak to the patriarchs and the prophets, 

B4 without 
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without the intervention of any other beings 
befides angels. 

Chriftians have imagined that the MeH- 
fiah was • to . be the fecond perfon in the 
divine*' trinity. ; but» the Jews themfelves^ 
great as were their expcdat ions from the 
Meffiah, never fuppofed any fuch thing. 
And. if we confider the prophecies con«- 
cerning this great perfonage, we fhall be 
fatisfied that they could not pofTibly have 
led them to expedt any other than a man it\ 
that, character, ^ The Meffiah is fuppo'ed 
to be announced:::to our firft parents under 
the title of /i6^ feed of the woman^ Gen. iii. 
15. But the phrafe born of woman^ which is 
of the fame import, is always in fcripture 
iynonymous to man. Job fays, ch. xiv. i . 
Man^ that is born of a woman ^ is of few days 
and full of. trouble \ and again, ch. 25. 4. 
How can be be clean that is born qf a woman f 

Gocl promijfod to Abraham, Gen. xii. 3. 
that in. his feed nil, the familxe^^^ the earth 
fhould be. bleffed. This, if it relate to the 
Meffiah at all, can give us |^ other idea 
than that one of his feed or foferityy ihould 

be 
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be the means of conferring great bleffings 
on mankind. What elfe, aifo, could be 
fug^efted by the defcription which Mofes 
is Tuppofed to give of the MefEah, when 
he faid, Deut xviii. 18. I will raife them 
up- a prophet^ from among their brethren ^ 
like unto thee^ and will put my words in his 
tniuth^ and he Jhall Jpeak unto them all that 
IJhall command him J Here is nothing like 

a fecond perfon in" the trinity, a perfon 

^ ■ . "i •■ 

equal to the Father, but a mere prophet, 
delivering in the name of God, whatever he 
is ordered fo to do. By Ifaiah, who writes 
more diftindtly concerning the Meffiah than 
any of the preceding prophets, his fufferings 
and death are mentioned, ch.liii. Daniel 

a* 

alfo fpeaks of him as to be cutoffs ch. ix.26. 

V 

But furely thefe are charafters of a man^ 
and not thofe oiz God. Accordingly, it 
appears, in the hiftory of our Saviour, that 
the Jews of his time expefted that their 
Meffiah would be a prince ^nA a conqueror^ 
' like David, from ^yhom he wa| to be de- 

In the New Teftament vee find the fame 
dodrine concerning God that we do in the 

Old, 
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Old. To the fcribe who inquired which' 
was the firft and the grcateft commandment, 
our Saviour anfwered, Mark xii, 29. TChe 
jirfi of all the commandments is, Hear, O 
Jfrael, the Lord our God is one Lord, &c. 
and the fcribe anfwered to him, ff^ell, Maf^ 
ter, thou baft faid the truth ; jor tbete is one 
God, and there is nojie other but he, &c. 

Chrift himfelf always prayed to this one 
God, as his God and Father. He always* 
fpake of himfelf as receiving his doArine' 
and his power from him, and again and* 
s^^n difclaimed having any power of his 
own, John v. 19. Then anfwered J ejus and 
faid unto them. Verily, verily, I fay unto you^ 
the Son can do nothing of himfef. Ch. xiv. 10;' 
The words which If peak untoyoM, If peak not 
of myjelf, but the Father that dwelleth in me, 
he doth the works. Ch. xx. 17. Go to my 
brethren, and fay unto them, 1 afcend unto my 
. Father, and your Father, and unto my God 
and your God. It cannot, furely, be God 
that ufes fuch language as this. 

The apoftles, to the lateft period of theif 
writings, fpeak the fame language ; repre- 
fenting the Father as the only true God, 

and 
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and Chrift as a man, the fefviint of God; 
who raifed him from the dead, and gavd 
him all the power of which he is poflefled, 
as a reward of his obedience. Aft ii. zz. 
Peter fays, Te men oflfrael^ hear thefe words'^ 
-^'Jefus of Nazareth J a man approved of God 
among you^ by miracles^ and wonders^ andfgns^ 
njohich God did by him^ &c. whom God has 
raifed up. Paul alfo fays, i Tim. ii. v.- 
There is one God, and one mediator between 
God and men^ the man Chrift Jefus. Heb*. 
ii. 9. We fee Jefusl wjbv^was madi a little 
lower than the angels, u e. who was a man, 
for thefuffering of death, crowned with glory 
and honour^ &c. For it became him for whom 
are all things, and by whom are all things, in 
bringing many fons unto glory ^ Up make the 
captain of their falvation perfeSl through fxf^ 
ferings. ' 

Such, I will venture to fay, is the ge- 
neral tenor of thb fcriptures, both of the? 
Old and the New "Teftament ; and the 
paffages that tvtnfefrft to fpeak, or that cart 
by any forced conftrudlion be made to fpeak, • 
a different language, are comparatively few. 
It y^ill alfo be feen, in the courfe of this 

hiftory. 
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hiftory, that the common people, for whofc 
ufe the books of the New Teftament were 
written, faw nothing in them of the doc- 
trines of the pre-exifttunce or divinity of 
Chrift, which many perfons of this day are 
fo confident that they fee in them. For 
.the right underftanding of thefe particular 
texts, I muft. refer my readers to the writ- 
ings of Mr. Lindfey, and to a fmall tradt 
which I publilhed, entitled, Illujirations of 
particular pajfages of Scripture. 

Why: was not the dodtrine of the trinity 
taught as explicitly, and in as definite a 
manner, in. the New Teftament at Icaft, as 
the doftrine of the divine unity is taught in 
both -the Old and New Teftanjents, if it 
be a -truth ? . And why is the dodrine of 
the unity always delivered in fo unguarded 
a ipanner, and without any exception made 
in favour of a trinity, to prevent any 
miftalf e with refpedl to it, as is always now 
done in our orthodox .catechifms, creeds, 
and .difcourfes on the fubjedt ? For it can- 
not be denied but that the dodtrine of the 
trinity looks fo like an infringement of that 
of the unity (on which the greateft poflible 

ftrefs 



f 



Divinity or Pre^exiJienceofCbriJi. 13 

ftrefs is always laid in the fcriptures) that 
it required to be at leaft hinted af, if not 
well defined and explained, when the di*- 
vine uhit'y was'fpokeri "of- * Divines are 
content, however, to build fo ftrange and 
inexplicable a dbdlrine. as that of the tri- 
nity upon mere inferences from cafual ex- 
prcfliohs^ ^rid cari not pretend* to one clear, 
cxprefs, Ind ufitqiiivocal leflbn on the fub- 
jeft. • - • 

* There are many, very many, paflages of 
fcripturfe} which inculcate the dod:rine 
of the divine -unity ia the. cleareft and 
ftrongeft manner. Let one fuch paflage be 
produced in favour of the trinity. And 
why fhould we believe things fo myfterious 
witho&t the cleareft and liioft exprefs evi- 
dence. 

There is alfo another confideration which 
I would reconimend to thofe who main- 
tain that Chrift is either God, or the 
maker of the world under God. It is this : 
The tnanner in^which our Lord fpeaks of 
himfelf, and.ofthe po^yer by which he 
workftd 'miracles,' is*inconfiftent, according 
to the tommon • confirudtion of language, 

with 






14 Arguments again fl the 

-with the idea of his being poflcfled of any 
proper power of bis own, more than othcx 
men have. 

If Chrift was the maker of the world, 
and if, in the creation of it, he exerted no 
power but what properly belonged to bim^ 
felf^ and what was as much bis own, as the 
power of /peaking, or walking belongs to 
jnan (though depending ultimately upoQ 
that fupreme power, in which we all live, 
and move, and have our being) he could 
xiot, with any propriety, and without know* 
ing that he muft be mifunderftood, have 
faid that of bimjelf he could do notbing, that 
the words which be /pake were not bis own, 
and that the Father within him did the works. 
For if any ordinary man, doing what other 
men ufually do, Ihould apply this language 
tp himfelf, and fay that it was not be that 
ipake or adled^ but God who fpake and 
afted by him, and that otherwife he was 
not <:2ipable of fp /peaking or adting at all^ 
Ve ihould not fcruple to fay that his Ian*, 
guage was eithQr fophiftical, pr elfe dpwn-* 
jigKt fftl/Jb pr Mafpheqipus. 
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If this concludon would be juft upon 
the fuppofition that Cbrift had created all 
things, and worked miracles by a power 
properly his own, though derived ultiaiately 
from God, much more force has it on the 
fuppofition of his working miracles by a 
power not derived from any being what- 
ever, but as much originally in bmfelf^ as 
. the power of the Father. 

It would alfo be a (hocking abuie of 
laoguage, and would warrant any kind of 
deception and impofition, if Chrift could 
be fuppofed to fay, that bis Father was 
greater than he^ and yet fecretly mean his 
human nature only, while his divine na- 
ture was at the fame time, fully equal to 
that of the Father. On the lame prin- 
ciple a man might fay, that Chrid never 
fuffered, that he never died, or rofe again 
from the dead, meaning his divine natuie 
only, and not his human. Indeed, there 
is 00 ufe in language, nor any guard ^s^jainft 
deception, if fuch liberties as thcfe are to 
■he allowed. 

There is fjmething inexplicable, and n^t 
io bcj^cottnted for in the coaduA of ieve- 

nd 
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ral of the evangelifts, indeed that of all of 
them, oa the fuppofition of their haying 
held any fuch doArines as thofe of the di« 
vinity or pre-exiftence of Chrift. Each of 
the gofpels was certainly intended to be a 
fufficient inftrudion in the fundamental 
principles of chiriftianity. But there' is 
nothing that can be called an account of 
the divine, or even the fuper*angelic na- 
ture of Chrift in the gofpels of Matthew, 
Mark, or Luke | and allowing that there 
may be fomb'coltfur for it in the introduc- 
tion to the gofpel of John, it is Remarkable ^ 
that there are many paffages in* his goipel 
which are decifively in favour of his fimple 
humanity. 

Now thefc evangelifts could hot imagine: 
that either the Jews or the Gentiles, for 
whofe ufe their gofpels were written, would 
not ftarid in nefed of . information on a ful>«. 
ytdi of fo inuch importance;' which was 
fo very remote from . the apprehenlions of 
them both, and which would at the fame 
time have fo effcdlually covered the re- . 
proach of Ac crofs,'%hich was continually 
objeded to the chriftians . of that age* IT 

the 
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the dodtrines • of the divinity, or pre-exift- 
ence of Chrift be true, they are no doubt 
in the higheft degree important and in- 
terefting. Since, therefore, thefeevangelifts 
give no certain and diftinft account of them, 
and fay nothing at all of their importance^ It 
may be fafely inferred that they were un- 
known to them. 

I would farther recommend it to the 
confideration of my readers, how the apoftles 
could continue to call Chrift a many as they 
always <io, both' in the bpok of Adts, and in 
their' cpiUles, after they had difcovered him 
to be either God, or a fiiper-angelic being, 
the maker of the world under God, After 
this, it muft have been highly degrading, ' 
unnatural, and imprbper, notwithftanding 
his appearance in human form. Cuftom 
will reconcile us to ftrange conceptions of 
things^ and very uncouth modes of fpeech 1 
but let us take up the matter ab initio^ and 
put ourfelves in the place of the apoftles 
and firft difciples of Chrift, 

They certainly faw and converfed with 

him at firft on the fuppofition of his being a 

man as much as thcmfelves. Of this there 

Vol, I, C can 
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can be no doubt. Their furprize^ there-* 
fore^ upon being informed that he was not 
a man^ but really God^ or even the maker 
of the world under God, would be juft as 
great as ours would now be on difcovering 
that any of our acquaintance^ or at leaft a 
very good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God, or the maker of the world. Let us 
confider then, how we fhould feel, ho'w wc 
fhould behave towards fuch a perfon^ and 
how we fhould fpeak of him afterwards. 
No one, I am confident, would ever call 
^ny perfon a man^ after he was convinced 
he was either God^ or an angeL He would 
always fpeak of him in a manner fuitable to 
his proper rank. 

Suppofe that any tvvo men of our ac* 
quaintance, fhould appear, on examination^ 
to be the angels Michael and Gabriel; 
ihould we ever after this call them men ? . 
Certainly not. We fhould naturally fay to 
our friends " thofe two perfons whom wc 
^* took to be men, are not men, but angels 
**in difguife/* This language would be 
patural. Had .Chrifl, therefore, been any 
thing more than man before he came into 

the 
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the world, and efpecially had he been cither 
God, or the maker of the world, he never 
could have been, or have been confidered 
as being, a man, while he was in it; for 
he could not diveft himfelf of bis fuperior 
and proper nature. However difgujfed, he 
would always in fa<Sl have been whatever he 
had been before, and would have been fo 
Jliled by all who truly knew him, 

Leaflof all would Chrifl have been con* 
fidered as a man in reafoning^ and argu^ 
mentation^ though his external appearanco 
(hbuld have fb far put men off their guards 
as to have led them to give him that appel- 
lation. Had the apoftlc Paul confidered 
Chrifl as being any thing more than a man^ 
with refpeft to his nature^ he could nev«r 
have urged with the leaft propriety or effeA,. 
that, as by man came deaths fo by man came 
alfo the refurreSlion of the dead. For it 
might have been unanfwerably replied, This 
is not the cafe; for indeed, by man comes 
death, but not by man, but by GoJ^ or the 
creator of man^ under God, comes the re- 
furreftion of the dead. 

Ca It 
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It muft ftrike every pcrfon who gives 
Icaft attention to the phrafeology of the 
New Teftamcnt, that the terms Cbrill and 
God^ are perpetually ufed in contradiftindioa 
to each other, as much as God and man^ 
and if we attend ever fo little to the theory 
o£» language, and the natural ufe of words, 
we (hall be fatisfied that this would not have 
been the cafe, if the former could have been 
predicated of the latter, that is, if Chnft 
had been God. 

We fay the prince and the king, becaufe 
the prince is not a king. If he had, we 
fhould have had recourfe to fome other 
diftinftion, as that of greater and le/s^Jenior 
znd Junior^ father ^nd /on, &c. When there- 
fore the apoftle Paul faid, that the church 
at Corinth was Chrijl's, and that Chriji was 
God's (and^ that manner of diftinguifhing 
them is perpetual in the New Tcftament) 
it is evident, that he could have no idea of 
Chrift being God, in any proper fenfe of 
the word. 

In like manner, Clemens Romanus, call-> 

ing ChriJI the fceptre of the Maiefiy cfGod^ 

1 fufficientlv 
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fufficicntly- proves that, in his idea, the 
fceptre was one thing, and the God whofe 
fceptre it was, another. This, I fay, rnuft 
have been the cafe when this language was 
•firft adopted, though when principles are 
once formed, we fee, by a variety of expe- 
rience, that any language may be accommo- 
dated to them. But an attention to this 
circumftance will, I doubt not, contribute, 
with perfons of real difcernmcnt, to bring 
us back to the original ufc of the words, 
and to the ideas originally annexed to them. 
I am perfuaded that even now, the conftant 
ufe of thefe terms Chrift znd G^y a^ op- 
pofed to each other, has a great efFedl in 
preventing thofe of the common people 
who read the New Teftament more than 
books of controverfy, from being habitually 
and pradtically trinitarians. There will, by 
this means, be a much greater difference 
between God and Chriji in their minds , than 
they find in their creeds. 

All thefe things duly confidered, vi2. the 
frequent and earneft inculcating of the doc- 
trine of the divine unity ^ without any limi- 
tation, exception, or expUnation, by way 

C 3 ©f*' 



22 Arguments againjl the 

of faving to the doArine of the trinity ; the 
manner in which Chrift always fpake of 
himfelf, and that in which the apoflles and 
evangelids fpake of him ; the conduft of 
the three former evangelifts^ in faying no«- 
thing that can be conftrued into a declara- 
tion of his divinity or pre-exiftence i and 
the term God being always ufed in contra* 
diAindtlon to Cbrifty no reafonable doubt 
can remain of the general tenor of Scripture 
being in favour of the dodtrine of the di^ 
vine unity, in oppofition to that of the 
trinity^ and even to that of the pre-^exifttn^e^ 
as well as the divinity of Cbrift^ 
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SECTION 11. 

j^n Argument for the late Origin of the Doc'* 
trines of the Divinity andPre^e^iJieHee of 
Chrijf, from the Difficulty of tracing the 
Time in which they werefirji divulged ^ 

TT'AVING (hewn that the general tenor 
of the fcriptures, and feveral confidera- 
tions obvioufly deducible from them are 
highly unfavourable to the do6lrine of the 
trinity, or to thofe of the divinity or fre^ 
exijlence of Chrift^ I (hall proceed to urge 
another coniideration, which has been little 
attended to^ but which feems to conclude 
very ftrongly againft either of thefe doc-? 
trines having been known in the time of 
the apoftles, and therefore againft their be- 
ing the dodrine of the fcriptures. 

As the Jews expefted that their Mefliah 
would be a mere man, and even be born as 
other men are^ the doiStrine of his having 
kad any exiftence, or fphcre of aftion, be*^^ 
fofe be came into the world (as that of his 

C 4. jhaving 
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having been the maker of the world, the 
giver of the law, and the medium of all the 
divine communications to the patriarchs, and 
efpcciiUy the dodtrine of his being equal 
to (Jod the tether himfelf ) mud have beea 
quite /9^w and extraordinary dodlrines ; and, 
therefore, muft have been received as fuch, 
whenever they were firil divulged. Like 
all other new and extraordinarv dot^rines, 
they muft have been firft heard with great 
furprize^ and they would probably be re- 
ceived with fome doubt and bejitation. The 
preaching of fuch doctrines could not but 
excite much /peculation and dcAa.f , and they 
would certainly b0.fl!hich exclaimed againft, 
and would be urged as a mod ferious ob- 
jection to chrillianity, by thofe who did 
not become chriftians. Thcfe have always 
been the confequences of the promulga* 
lion of new and extraordinary opinions, the 
Qiinds of men not having been previoufly 
prepared to receive them. Let us now fee 
whether we can perceive any of thefc na- 
tural marks of the teaching of doArincs fb 
new and extraordinary within the compafs 
of the gofpcl hiftory. 

It 
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It cannot be faid that John the Baptift 
preached any fuch do6trihe ; and when the 
apoftles firft attached themfelves to Jefus, 
it is evideht^^they cinly confidered him as 
being fuch a'Mefliah as the reft of the 
Jews expe(Sted?*Viz'. a man, and a king. 
When Nathanael was introduced to him it 

was evidently in that light, John i- 45. 

» 

Philip Jindeth Nathanael and faith unto hitriy 
we have found him of whom Mofes in the 
law and the prophets did write^ Jefus of Na^ 
zarethy the Son of Jofepk* ..^Hc had then, 
we may fuppofe, no kflcwledjAuCi^the mira- 
culous conception. ';"^ «. 

That Jefus was e^n^hei|»f^ was 
divulged with the gfcatcft caution, both to 
the apoftles and to the body of the Jews. 
For a long time our Lord faid nothing ex- 
plicit on this fubjcd:, but left his difciples, 
as w^ll as the Jews at large, to judge of 
him from what they faw. In' this manner 
only, he replied to the meflengers that John 
the Baptift fent to him. 

If the high-prieft expreffed his horror, 
by rending his cloaths, on Jefus avowing 
himfelf to be the Meffiah, what would he 

have 
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have done if he had heard or AifpeAed, that 
he had made any higher prctenfions ? And 
if he had made them, they muft have tranf* 
pired. When the people in general faw 
his miraculous works, they only wondered 
that God /hould have given fuch power 
unto a man. Matt. ix. 8. When the niultU 
iudefaw it^ they marvelled^ and glorified God^ 
'who had given fuch power unto men i and yet 
this was on the occalion of his pronouncing 
the cure of a paralytic perfon, by faying^ 
^hyfim be forgiven tbee^ which ihc Pharifees 
thought to be a blafphemous prefumption. 
At the time that Herod heard of hira» 
it was conjeftured by fome that he was 
FJias^ by pthers, ^hat he was the prophet^ 
and by fome that be was John rifcn from 
the dead ; but none of them imagined that 
he was either the moft high God himfelf, 
or the maker of the world under God* It 
was not To much as fuppofed by any perfon 
that Jelus performed his mighty works by 
any power of bis own; (o far were they 
from fufpedling that he was the God who 
hid fpokcn to them by Moles, as many now 
fuppofe him to have been. 
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If he was known to be a God at all be« 
fore his death, it could only have been re- 
vealed to his difciples, perhaps the apoftles, 
or only his chief confidents among them, 
Peter, James, and John, fuppofe on the 

mount of transfiguration, though nothing 
is faid concerning it in the hiftory of that 
traifadion. Certainly what they faw in 
the garden of Gethfemane could not have 
led them to fufpedl any fuch thing. But 
if it had ever been known to Peter, can we 
fuppofe that he could have denied him as 
he did ? Befides, as our Lord told the 
apoftles that there were many things which 
he could not inform them of before his 
death, and that they (hould know afterwards; 
this was a thing fo very wonderful and 
vmfufpeded, that if any articles of informa* 
tion were kept from them at that time, this 
muft certainly have been one of them. 

If it be fuppofed that Thqmas was ac- 
quainted with this mod extraordinary part 
of his mafler's character, which led him to 
cry^ My Lord and my God, when he was 
convinced of his refurreftion, as he was 
not pne of the three who had been entrufled 

with 
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with znyfecreis^ it muft have been known 
to all the twelve^ and to Judas Ifcariot 
among the reft. And fuppofc him to have 
known, and to have believed, that Jefus 
was his God and maker y was it poffible 
for him, or for any man, to have formed a 
deliberate purpofe to betray him (Peter, it 
may be faid, was taken by furprize, and was 
in perfonal danger) or if he had only heard 
of the pretenfion, and had not believed it, 
would he not have made fome advantage 
of that impofition, and have made the dif- 
covery of this, as well aspf every thing elfe 
that he knew to his prejudice ? 

If it be fuppofed that the divinity of 
Chrjft was unknown to the apoftles till, the 
day of Pentecoft; befides lofing the benefit 
of feveral arguments for this great dodlrine, 
which are now carefully colleded from the 
four evangelifts, we have no account of any 
fuch difcovery having been made at that 
time, or at any fubfequent one. And of all 
other articles of illumination, of much lefs 
confequence than this, we hav^ diftindt in- 
formation, and alfoof the manner in which 
they were iniprefled by them. This is 

\ particularly 
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particularly the cafe with refped: to* the ex-* 
tenfioii of the blefiings of the gofpel to 
uncircumcifed Gentiles. But what was 
this article to the knowledge of their maf- 
ter, being the moft high God, or the* 
maker of the world under God;? 

It might have been exped:ed, alfo, that the 
information that.a perfon whom the apoftles 
firft converfed with as a manr, was either 
God himfelf, or the maker of the world 
under God, fliould have been reteived with 
fome degree oi doubt and befit ation^ by fome 
or other of them; efpecially as they had 
been fo very hard to be perfuaded of the 
truth of his refurredlion, though they had 
' been fo fully apprised of it before hand. 
And yet, in all the hiftory of the apoftles, 
there is the fame profound filencc concern- 
ing this circumftance, and every other de- 
pending on the whole fcheme, as if no 
fuch thing had ever had any exiftence. 

If the dodlrine of the divinity of Chrift 
had been actually preached by the apoftles, 
and the Jewifli converts in general had 
adopted it, it could not but have been well 

known to the unbelieving Jews. And would 

they. 



JO Arguments againfi the 

they, who were at that time, and have been 
ever fince, fo exceedingly zealous with re- 
fpedl to the doftrine of the divine unity^ 
not have taken the alarm, and have urged 
this ol^cftion to chriftianity, as teaching 
the belief of more Gods than one in the 
apoftolic age ? And yet no trace of any 
thing of this nature can be perceived in 
the whole hiftory of the book of Adts^ 
or any where elfe in the New Teftamentrf 
As foon as ever the Jews had any pretence 
for it, we find them fufficiently quick and 
vehement in urging this their great objec- 
tion to chriftianity. To anfwer the charge 
of holding two, or three Gods, is a vdry 
confiderable article in the writings of feve-* 
ral of the ancient chriftian Fathers. Why, 
then, do we find nothing of this kind in 
the age of the apoftles ? The only anfwer 
is, that then there was no occaflon for it^ 
the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift not 
having been ftarted. 

. If wc cortfider the charge that was ad- 
vanced againft Peter and John at the firil 
promulgation of the gofpel, we ihall find 
it amounts to nothing but their being di(^ 

turbers 



Divinity or P re^exijience ofChriJi. ^i 

tuirbers of the people^ by preacking in the 
name of Jefus. What was the accufation 
againft Stephen (Afts vi. 13.) but his /peak-- 
ing blafphemous things againft the temple and 
the law ? If we accompany the apoftle Paul 
in all his travels, and attend to his dif- 
courfes with the Jews iti their fynagogues, 
and their perpetual and inveterate perfecu- 
tion of him, we fhall find no trace of their 
fo [much as fufpedling that he preached a 
new divinity 9 as the godhead of Chrift itiufl: 
have appeared, and always haa appeared to 
them. 

In A.D. 58, Paul tells the ciders of the 
charch of Ephefus (Adls xx. 27.) that he 
had not (hunned to declare unto them /^^ 
whole counfelofGod. We may be confident, 
therefore, that if he had any fuch doftrine 
to divulge, he muft have taught it in the 
three years that he fpent in that city, from 
54 to ^j ; and as the unbelieving Jews were 
well apprized of all his motions, having 
laid wait for him on this very journey to 
Jerufalem, they muft have been informed 
of his having taught this dodrine, and 
>vpuld certainly have carried the news of it 

to 
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to Jerufalcm, where many of them attended 
as well as he, at the enfuing feaft of Pcntc- 
coft. But if we attend Paul thither, where 
we have a 'very particular account of all the 
proceedings againft him, for the fpace of 
two years, we fhall find no trace of any 
thing of the kind. All their complaints 
againft him fell far (hort of this. 

What was the occafion of the firft cla-* 
iTtOur againft him ? was it not (Afts xxi.28) 
that be taught all men^ every where f againjl 
the people y and againjl the law, and againjl the 
temple, and that he had brought Greeks into 
it ? Is it not plain that they had no more 
ferious charges againft him ? If we read 
his fpeech to the people, his defence before 
Felix, and again before Agrippa, we fhall 
find no trace of his having taught any docr 
trine fo ofFenfive to the Jews as that of the 
divinity of Chrift: muft have been. Con* 
fidcring the known prejudices, and the in*- 
veteracy of the Jews, no reafonable man 
need defire any clearer proof than this, that 
neither Paul, nor any of the apoftles, had 
ever taught the doftrine of the divinity of 
Chrift at that time ; and this was fb near 

the 
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the time of the wars of the Jews, and the 
dilperfion of that people, that there was no 
opportunity of preaching it with effect af- 
terwards. 

Is it poflible to give due attention to 
thefe confiderations, and not be fenfible, 
that the apoftles .had never been infttufted 
in any fuch doftrines as thofe of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiftence of Chrifl ? If they 
had, as the doctrines were quite neijDy and 
muft have appeared extraordinary y wc fhould 
certainly have been able to trace the time 
when they were communicated to them. 
They would naturally have exprefled fome 
jfurprize, if they had intimated no Jouit of 
the truth' of the information. If they re- 
ceived them with unfhaken faith them- 
felves, they would have taught them to 
others, who would not have received thcai 
fo readily. They would have had the 
doubts of fome to encounter, and the ob- 
jedions of others to anfwer. And yet, in all 
their hiftory, and copious writings, we per- 
ceive no trace of their own furprize, or 
doubts, or of the furprize, doubts, of ob- 
jeftions of others. 
Vol. L D Arians 
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Arians will think that the obfervations 
in this feftion do not apply with much 
force, except to the dodtrine of the pro- 
per divinity of Chrijl, their own do(3:rine 
of the pre-exijience of Chrift, and of his 
having been the maker of the world un- 
der God, being familiar to their minds. 
But they (hould confider that the Jews 
in our Saviour's time had never heard of 
any fuch being as they fuppofe Chrift to 
be ; and therefore they would have received 
the account of it with perhaps even more 
furprize than the doftrine of God himfelf, 
having made his appearance in human form. 
In the Old Teftament there is no account 
of God having employed any fuch being as 
Chrift in the making of the world, and he 
fpake to the patriarchs either by angels, or 
fome temporary appearance, which may 
fometimes have been in the form of man. 

It is really fomething extraordinary, that 
this opinion, that Chrift was the medium 
of all the divine communications to man<« 
kind under the Old Teftament difpenfation, 
ihould have been fo readily received, and 
have fpread fo .generally as it did among 

chriftiansy 
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chriftians, when it not only has no coun- 
tenance from fcripture, but is cxpreflly con- 
tradifted by the- author of the epiftle to 
the Hebrews, in Heb, i. i. God iJoho at 
fiindry times^ and in divers manners^ [pake in 
time paji unto the Fathers by the prophets, 
has in thefe lafi days fpoken unto us by his Son. 
Again, chap^ ii. 2, 3. If the word fpoken by 
angels was ftedfaji^ &c. how fh all we efcape^ 
if we negleBfo great falvation ; which at the 
frft began to be fpoken by the Lord. What 
can be more evident than that the writer 
of this fepiftle had no idea of God having 
fpoken to mankind by his Son before the 
time of the gofpel ? 

To the Jews, however, the Arian doc- 
trine mull have been more novel than that 
of the orthodox chriftians in the time of 
Juftin Meftrtyr, and therefore, would pro- 
bably have been received with more fur- 
prize. It was that kind of orthodoxy which 
was advanced by Juftin Martyr, that pre- 
pared the way for the Arian dodrine, as 
will be feen in its proper place. 
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SEC T I ON III. 

An Argument againji the Divinity of Chrifl^ 
from his not being the OhjeB of Prayer. 

T T mtift be acknowledged that the pro- 
per obje(9; of prayer is God the Fa- 
ther, who is called thh frjl perfon irt'ibt 
trinity. Indeed, we cannot find in the fcrip- 
tures either any precept that will authorize 
us to addrefs ourfclves to any x)ther perfon,* 
or any proper example of it. Every thing 
that can be al] edged to .this purpofe, asr . 
Stephen's (hort ejaculatory addrefe to Chrift, 
.whom he had juft before feen in vifion, 
^c. is very inconfiderable. Our Saviour 
Jiimfcif always prayed to his Father, and 
'with as much humility and refigmition as the . 
moft dependent being in the univerfe could 
_pofiibly do; always addreffing him as bis 
.Father y or the author of his being 5 suid he 
dire<9:s his difciples to pray to the fame great 
being, whom only^ he fays, we ought tofsrve. 
Had he intended to guard againft all'mif- 
take on this fubjeft, by fpeaking of God 
. . 1 as 
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as the author of his being xvt the fame fenfc 
in which he is the author af beto^ to all 
men, he could not have done it more ex- 
prcflly than he has, by calling him his Fa- 
ther and our Father, his God and our God. 
At the fame time he calls his difeiples his 
brethren (John xx. 17) Goto my brethren^ 
and fay unto them^ I afcend unto my Father 
and your Father ^ and to my God and your God. 
Can any perfom read this, and fay that the 
unitarians wreft the fcripturcs^ and are not 
guided by the plain itx\{^ of them ? 

Accordingly, the praftice of praying to 
the Father only, was long univerfal in the 
cbriftian church. The fhort addrefFes to 
Chrift, as thofe in the Litany, Lord have 
mercy upon us^ Chrift have mercy upon us^ 
being comparatively of late date. In the 
Clementine liturgy, the oldeft that is ex- 
tant, contained in the Apoftolical Conftitu- 
tions, which were probably compofed about 
the fourth century, there is no trace of any 
fuch thing. Origen, in a large treatife on 
the fiibje<^ of prayer, urges very forcibly 
the prppriety of praying to the Father only, 
/ftnd not to Chrift ; and as he gives no hint 

P'3 that 
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that the public forms of prayer had any 
thing reprehenfible in them in that re* 
fpedt, we are naturally led to conclude that, 
in his time, fuch petitions to Chrift were 
unknown in the public aflemblies of chrif- 
tians. And fuch hold have early eftablifhed 
cuftoms on the minds of men, that, ex- 
cepting the Moravians only, whofe prayers . 
are always addrefTed to Chrift, the general 
praiflice of trinitarians themfelves is to pray 
to the Father only. 

Now on what principle could this early 
and univerfal pradlice have been founded ? 
What is there in the dodlrine of a trinity 
confifting of three equal perfons, to entitle 
the Father to that diftinftion, in preference 
to the 5w, pr the Spirit \ I dpubt not but 
that, confidering the thing ab initio^ a pro-? 
per trinitarian would have thought that, 
fince, of thefe three perfons, il is the^^- 
cond that was the maker of the world, and 
that is the immediate governor of it, he is 
that perfon of the three with whom we 
have moft to do ^ and therefore he is. that 
perfon to whom our prayers ought to be 
addrefTec^. This, I fhould thinks would 
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have been a natural conclufion, even if Chrift 
had not been thought to be equal to the 
Father, but only the maker and the gover- 
nor of the world under him ; fuppofing 
him to have had power originally given 
him equal to the making and governing 
of it, as I have fhewn in my Difqulfilions 
on matter and fpirit. Vol. I. p. 376. For 
we fhould naturally look up to that being 
on whom we immediately depend, know- 
ing that it muft be his proper province 
to attend to us. 

If there Ihould have been any reafon in 
the nature of things, though undifcover- 
able and incomprehenfible by us, why the 
world fhould have been made, and fup- 
ported, by fome being of communicated 
and delegated authority, rather than by the 
felf-exiftent and fupreme being himfelf (and 
if the fadt be fo, there muft have been fome 
good reafon for it) that unknown reafon, 
whatever it be, naturally prefents this de- 
rived being to us, as the proper objed: of 
our prayers. 

But fuppofing this fecond perfon in the 
trinity to be our independent maker, gover- 

D 4 nor 
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nor and final judge, the propriety of pray- 
ing to him, and to him cxclufively, is fo 
obvious, that no confideration whatever 
could have prevented the pradticc, if fuch 
had been the real belief of the chriftian 
world from the beginning. That chriftians 
did not do fcJ at firft, but prayed habitually 
to the Father only, is, therefore, with me 
almoft a demonftration, that they did not 
confider Chrift in that light. Whatever 
they might think of him, they did not re- 
gard him as being a proper objed: of worr 
ihip, and confequently not as poiTeiTed of 
the attributes that are proper to conftitute 
him one, and therefore no€ as truly God« 
The perfuafion that he was truly God, and 
that God on whom we immediately depend^ 
would unavoidably have drawn after it the 
habitual praftice of praying to him, as it 
has at length efFeded with refpedt to the 
Moravians ; and in fpite of ancient cuftom, 
and againft all fcripture precept and ex^ 
ample, the pradice has more or Idfs pre-* 
vailed with all trinitarians. Petrarch, we 
find by his letters, generally prayed to 
Chriil 5 that pious treatife of Thomas-a- 

ICempis, 
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KempiSy on the imitation of Cbrijiy confifts 
of nothing belides addrefTes to him, and 
they compofe the greater part of the iitany 
of the church of England. 

When I was myfelf a trinitarian, I re- 
member praying confcientioufly to all the 
three perfons without diftindtion, only be- 
ginning with the Father; and what I myfelf 
did in the ferious fimplicity of my heart, 
when young, would, I doubt not, have 
been done by all chriftians from the begin- 
ning, if their minds had iiiiwi been im- 
preiTed) as mine was, with d|b firm perfua- 
fion that all the fhtte perHtttf- were fully 
equal in power, wiftlbm, g6<>dnefs, omni- 
prefence, and all divine attributes. This 
argument I recommend to the ferious con- 
fideration of all trinitarians, as it is with 
me a fufficient proof, that originally Chrift 
was not. confidered as a proper object of 
worfhip by chriftians, and confequently 
neither as God, nor as the maker and go- 
remor of the world under God. 

As this is a thing that relates to praStice^ 
I (hould have 'imagined that, if each of the 
|hfce perfons had been to be addreffed fe-. 

' parately. 
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parately, we fhould have been diftinftly 
informed concerning the circumftances in 
which we were to pray to any one of them, 
and not to the others; confidering how 
difficult it muft be, from the nature of the 
thing, for mere men to diftinguiih the fe- 
parate rights of three divine perfons. 

It has been faid by fome, that Chrift is the 
proper objedt of prayer in the time of ex- 
ternal perfecution. But let us confider how 
the fuppofition, or theory, correfponds to 
the fa<5t. For if it be not fupported by cor- 
refponding fa(9:s, how ingenious, or probable 
foevcr it may fcem to be a priori^ it muft 
fall to the ground. • The apoftles and pri- 
mitive chriftians certiainly knew whether 
the Father, or the Son, was the more pro- 
per objedl of prayer in the time of perfecu- 
tion. Let us fee then both what direStions 
they gave, and alfo what they themfelves 
adtually did in this cafe. 

The apoftle James, writing tp chriftians 
in a ftate of perfecution, fays, ch. i. 2, &c* 
My brethren^ count it all joy when ye fall into 
divers temptations^ fir trials, *&c. If any of 
you lack wifdom^ let him afk of God ^ It caa 

, hardly 
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hardly be faid that, in this he advifes them, 
to 'apply to Chrift, 01: to the trinity for di- 
rcdlion in thefe circumftances. This hypo- 
thefis has no countenance either in the 
fcriptures, or in any chriftian writer before 
the council of Nice. For they all under- 
flood the Father alone to be intended, when- 
ever mention is made of G^^abfolutely, 

Peter, wjiting to chriftians in the fame 
fituation, fays, i Pet. iv. 19. fFhereforcy let 
them that fuffer according to the will of God ^ 
commit the keeping of their fouls ^ to him in 
well-'doingy as unto a faithful creator. This 
is certainly meant of God the Father ; but 
more evidently muft we fo interpret i Pet« 
V. 10, The God of all grace who has called us 
unto his eternal glory ^ by Chrift Jefus^ after 
that ye have fuffer ed a while ^ make you per^ 
feSi^ efiahlifhj Jirengthen^ fettle you. I do not 
find here, or any where elfe in the fcriptures, 
any diredlion to pray to Chrift in time of 
perfecution> or indeed, in any other circum- 
ftances. 

Let us now attend to fome particulars in 
the hiftory of the apoftles. When Herod 
had put to death James^ the brother of 

John, 
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John, and imprifoncd Peter, we read, Adls 
xii. 5. that prayer was made without ceafing. 
cf the church unto God, not to Chrift,yflr him. 
When Paul and Silas were in prifon at PhU 
lippi, we read, A6ls, xvi. 25. that they Jung 
fraifes to God, not to Chrift, And when 
Paul was warned of what would bcfal him 
if he went to Jerufalem, Afts xxL 14. ho 
faid the will of the Lard be done. This, it 
muft be fuppofed, was meant of God the 
Father, becaufc Chrift himfelf ufed the 
j&nje. language in this fenfe, when, .praying 
to the Father, he faid. Not my w/7/, hut ^ 
thine be done. 

Thefc, it may perhaps be faid, are only 
incidental circumftances, on which no gr^at 
ilrefs is to be laid. But in Ads w. 24, &Cr ' 
we have a prayer of fomc length addreflcd 
to God the Father, at the very beginning of 
the pcrfecution of chriftians, when Peter and 
John had been e:camined before the high«« 
prieft, apd his court, and had been threats 
ened by them. The whole of it is as fol-* 
lows : And when they beard that, they lifted 
up their vcice to God with one ace or di and 
faid. Lord, thou art Gody wb^ kfift made hea^ 
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Divinity or Fre-^exijience ofChrift. 45 

vtn and earthy and the Jea^ and ull that in 

them is : who^ by the mouth of thy fervant 

David ^ bajifaid^ *« Why did the heathen rage^ 

** and the people imagine vain things ? the 

** kings of the earth food up, and the rulers 

*,< Were gathered together, again ft the Lord^ 

^* and againft his Chrift.'' For of a truth 

againft thy holy ^ Child (or fervant)' fefus^ 

nvhom thou haft anointed^ both Herod and 

Pontius Filate^ with the Gentiles and the people 

tf Ifrael were gathered together^ for to do 

. wbatfoever thy hand and thy council deter-- 

^ mined before to be done. And now, Loxd^ 

behold their threaienings^ and grant unto thy 

Jirvants^ that with all boldnefs they may 

fpeak thy word, by ft retching forth thy band to 

heal, and that figns and wonders may be done 

by the name of thy holy Child (or fervant) 

^efus. 

We have now examined fomc particulars 
both of the inftruSiions , and the examples of 
fcripture, with regard to the proper objed 
of prayer iij tiiiie of perfecution *; from 
which it appears, that even in this. cafe, 
we have no authority to pray to any pther 
than that one God^ to whom Chrift himfelf 

prayed 
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prayed in his afflidion ; and if we be not 
authorized to pray to Chrift in time of per- 
fecution, there is, it is acknowledged, Icjfe 
propriety in praying to him on any other 
occafion. 

. As many profefs a great regard for thofe 
who are called apoftolical Fathers, let us 
attend ' to the prayer of Polycarp, when he 
was tied to the flake, ready to be hurried 
alive. Now this prayer, which is a pretty 
remarkable one, is addrefled to God the 
Father, and not to Chrift; fo that this 
difciple of the apoftle John, did not think 
the example of Stephen any precedent for 
him. The prayer begins as follows : ** O 
** Lord God Almighty, the Father of thy 
" well-beloyed and bleffed Son Jefus Chrift ; 
** by whom we have received the know- 
** ledge of thee, the God of angels and 
** powers, and of every creature, and efpe- 
** cially of the whole race of juft men, &c/* 
We fee then, how greatly men may be 
mifled by fpeculative theology, by an atten- 
tion to particular texts, fingle incidents, and 
imaginary proprieties, without attending to 
the general tenor of fcripture, the plain 

directions 
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diredtions that are there given for our 
condudt, and the qonftant pradice of the 
apoftles, which fupply the beft interpreta- 
tion of their dodlrine. To conclude, as 

* 

fomc have done, from the fingle cafe of 
Stephen, that all chriftians are authorized 
to pray to Chrift, is like concluding that all 
matter has a tendency to go upwards, bc- 
caufe a needle will do fo when a magnet is 
held over it. When they fliall be in the 
fame circumftances with Stephen, having 
their minds ftrongly imprefled with a vifion 
of Chrift fitting at the right hand of God, 
they may then, perhaps, be authorized to 
addrefs themfelves to him as he did ; but 
the whole tenor of the fcriptures proves 
that, otherwife we^have no authority at all 
for any fuch pradlice. And if Chrift be 
not the objefl: of prayer, he cannot be either 
God, or the maker and governor of the 
world under God* 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the Arguments agawft the DoSlrine of the 
Trinity as implying a ContradiSlion. 

T T has been fhewn that there is no fuch 
doftrine as that of the trimty in the 
fcriptures, but I will now add that, if it 
had been found thiere, it would have been 
impoflible for a reafonable man to believe 
it> as it implies a contradiStion^ which no 
miracles can prove, 

I a(k then, wherein does the Athanafian 
doiSrine of the trinity differ from a contra-* 
di<5tion ? It afferts in effedi: that nothing is 
wanting to either the Father, the Son» or 
the Spirit, to conftitute each of them truly 
and properly God, each of them being equal 
in eternity, and all divine perfections ; and 
yet that thefe three are not three Gods, but 
only one God. They are therefore both 
one znd many in the fame refpefl:, viz. in 
each being perfeSl God. This is certainly 
as much a contradiction, as to fay that 
Peter, James, and John, having each of 

them 
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them every thing that is requifitq to confti- 
ttJte a complete man, are yet all together 
not three meriy but only one man. • For the 
ideas annexed to the words G<9^, or man, 
cannot make any 'difFerence in the nature of 
the two propofitions. ' After the council of 
Nice, there are inftances of the dodirine of 
the trinity b^ing explained in this very man- 
ner, ' The Fathers of that age being parti- 
cularly intent on preferving the full equa*- 
///y of the three perfons, entirely loft fight 
of their proper uniiy. And in what man- 
ner foever this doftrine be explained, one 
of thefe muft ever be facrifirced to the other. 
As perfgns are apt to confound themfelves 
with the ufe of the words perfon and being, 
I ihall endeavour to give a plain account of 
them. 

The term hdng may be* predicated of every 
thing, and therefore- of each ot the three 
perfons in the trinity. For to fay that Chrift, 
for inftance, is God, but that there is no 
being, x\o fubftance, to which his attributes 
may be. referred, were manifeftly abfurd ; 
and therefore when it is faid that each of 
thefe perfons is by himfelf God, the mean- 
VoL. I, E ing 
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ing muil be, that the Father, feparately con- 
fidered, has a Ueing^ that the Son, feparately 
confid'ered, has z' beings and likewife, that 
the Holy Spirit, feparately confidered, has 
a being. • Here then are no lefs than three 
icings, as well as i/jree perfons, and what can 
thefd three beings be but t&ree GoJj, with- 
out fuppofing that there are ** three co- 
^* ordinate perfons, or three Fathers, three 
'' Sons, or three Holy Ghofts ?" 

By the words being, fub/tance, fubftratum^ 
&c. we can mean nothing more than the 
foundation, as it were, of. properties, or 
fometbing to which, in our idea, wc refer 
all the particular attributes of whatever 
exi/ls. ' In facS, they are terms that may be 
predicated of every thing that is the^ fubjedt 
of thought or difcourfe, all the difcrimina- 
tion of things, depending upon their pecu- 
liar properties. So that whenever the pro- 
perties diifer, we fay that there is a corre- 
fponding difference in the tk^ngs, beings^ or 
fubjtances themfelves. Cbnfequently, if the 
Father, Son, and Spirit, diflfer in. any re-* 
fpe'dt, fo as to^ have different properties, 
laithef in relation to themfelves, or to other 

z beings. 
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beings, we milft, according to the analogy 
of all language, fay tBat they are three dif- 
ferent beings, or fubftances. 

Suppofing again, that there is an identity 
of attributes in eacTi of them, fo that, being 
confidered one after the other, no difference 
fhould be perceived in them, even in idea, 
(as may be fuppofed to be the cafe of three 
men, who fhould perfedily refemble one 
another in. all external and internal proper- 
tics) and fupppfing, moreover, that there 
fhould be a perfed: coincidence in all their 
thougkts and adtton§ ; though there mi^ht 
be a perfcdt harmony among them, and- this 
might be called unity y they would ft ill be 
numerically three. Confequently, though 
-die Father, Son, and Spirit had nO real 
differences, but^ as has been faid, they had 
^ the moft perfect identity of nature, the 
** moft entife unity of will, and confent of 
•* intelledt, and aii inceflant co-operation in 
** the exertion of common powers, to a 
** common purpofc,'* yet would they, ac- 
.cording to the analogy of language, not b^ 
one Godi but three Gods : or which is.the 
iame thing, they would be three bein^s^ with 

"E 2 equal 
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equal divine natures^ juft as the three men 
would be three beings, with equal human 

natures. 

The term Beingy as I have obferved, may 
be predicated of every thing without dif- 
tindlion; but the term per/on^ is limited 
to intelligent beings. Three men, there- 
fore, arc not only three beings, but likewife 
three perfons j the former is l\it genus ^ and 
the latter thcjpecies. But a per/on is not the 
lefs a being on this account ; for each man 
may be faid to be a being, as well as a per- 
fon. Confequently, thpugh the word jter« 
fon be properly applied to each of the three 
component parts of the trinity, jttzs*perfon 
is a fpeciesy comprehended under the genua 
being, they mufl: be three beings, as Well as 

« 

three perfons. 

The term Gody is a fub-diviiion under the 
temi per/on, becaufe we define God ta be 
*^' an intelligent being, poffcffed of all pof* 
** fible perfeftions." Confequently, if the 

_ • 

Father, Son, and Spirit, be each of thcoi 
pofleffcd of all pofRble perfedtions, which, 
is not denied, they are each of them a ppr^ 
fon^ each of them a beings and each of them 
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God I and what ds this but making three 
Cods. Let any trLnitarian avx)id this. iCon- 
clufion^ from thefe prindpiesy or affume 
other principles imore jjuft aad natural; if 
Jie can. 

This definition of the word per/on^ as 
tipplied to the do&rioe' of the trinity, will 
perhaps he objected to; but if any other 
definition be given, I will venture to ailert, 
that it nought as well be laid that the Fa-> 
ther. Son, and Spirit, asc' three Abracada-^ 
h^'s^ as three perfons. T^^y will be equally 
words- without meavixig. 

It ha5 been faid, that ^^ the perfonal exifl* 
^^ ence of a divine logos is implied in the 
••* very idea of a God, and that the argu^ 
^* ment re&s on a principle which was com- 
'•* mon to all the Platonic Fathers, and. 
^^'feems to be founded in ^ripture, that 
^ the exiftence of the Son -flows neceflarily 
•* from the divine intelled exerted on itfelf, 
^f from the Father's contemplation of his 
•*vown perfedions. 'But as the Father ever 
-*^was, his perfedions have evcf bcca, and 
A^ bis iotetled has ever been adive. But 
•** 'perfedions which- have e?er been, the 

E 3 " ever 
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^^ ever adive intelleft mufl ever have con* 
*^ templated ; and the contemplation which 
'^ has ever been, mud ever have |^n ac- 
^* Companied with its jufl effed; the per* 
*' fonal cxiftcnce of the Son," 

But there is nothing in the fcriptures, or 

■ 

indeed in the Faihcl-s, that gives any coun- 
tenance to this reafoning. As we cannot 
pretend to draw ahy conclufions from the 
neccffary operations of one rnind^ but from 
their fuppofed *apalogy to thofc of other 
minds, that is, our. own, thofe who main- 
tain tins hvpothefis, mud explain to us 
how it comes to pafs, that if the cpntemp- 
lation of- the divine perfedlions of The Fa-' 
ther, necefl'arily produced a diftindl perfon 
in him» fully equal'to himfelf, aman'scoD- 
. templation of fuch pcrfedlions or powers, 
as 6e is poffcflcd of^ fliould not produce 
another intelligent perfon fully equal to 
himfclf. 

It will perhaps be faid (though there is 
nothing to authorize- it) that the impoffi- 
billty of proiducing this in man, is the 
imptrfedtion of his faculties, or his limited 
power of contemplating thorn. But to cut 

off 
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oiF that fubterfuge, I will afk why thccon- 
templation of the Son'5 perfe<ftions, which 
are fuppofed to be fully equal to thofe of 
the Father, and whofe energy of con templa- 
• lion muft likewifc be fuppofed equal to 
that of the Father, does not produce an- 
other intelligent being eqilal to himfelf ; 
and why are not perfons in the Godhead in 
*this manner multiplied ad infinitum? 

If, for any incomprehenfible reaibn, this 
myfteripus power of generation be peculiar to 
the Fatlier, why doe^ it not ftill operate ? 
Is' he not an unchangeable being, the fame 
xicfW'that he was from, the beginning/ his 
perfbftions the fame, and his power of con- 
templating them the fame ? Why then are 
not more fons produced ?. Is *he become 
rtyor®*, incapable of this generatiofi, as the 
orthodox Father a ufed to afk ; or does it de- 
pend upon his will'and pieafure whether»he 
will exert this powQr of generation ? If fo, 
is not the Son as much 2^ creature^ depend*^ 
ing on the will of ^he creator j^ as any thing 
elfe produced by him,, though in. another 
manner; and this' whether 'he be of the 
fame fubjiance {oiAfit<si^) -with, him, or not ? 

• E^% lihduld 
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I ihould alfo like to know in what man« 
ner the third perfon in the trinity wu 
produced. Was it by the joint .exertion of 
the two firfty in the contemplation oT their 
rcfpcdive pcrfcdions ? If fo, why doci 
not the fame operation in them produce 4 
fourth, &c. 6cc- &c. 

Admitting, however, this ftrange accoimt 
of the generation of the trinity (equal in 
abfurdity to any thing in the Jewifli cabala) 
viz. that the perfonal exigence of :the Son 
necefTarily flows fr6m the intelled of the 
Father exerted on it(elf ; it certainly impltei 
a viriuzy priorifyj ot fuperiority \n th& Father 

■ 

with refpedt to the Son ; and no being cai| 
be properly God, who .has any fupcrior. 
In Ihort, this fchcmc pfFedually oyerturm 
the dodti^ne oi the proper equality^ as well 
as the unity of the three perfons ii> th^ 
trinity. 
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SECTION y. 

Of the Nature of tbe\ Arian Hypothefk^ and 
of the Proof which is neceffary to make it 
credible. 

* 

*^T^ H E dodlrinc of the trinity may be re- 
duccd^ as has been fliewn, to a proper 
contrndiSHon^ or a mathemttical impofli- 
'bility, which is incapable orpmof, even by 
miracles. This cannot J>e^Aid c^tibe Jirian 
hyfotbefis. Becau fe, *fer aiqr *tln|ll|; -that we 
ccruioly knows God 'jBiigliC \mt created 
one; being of fuch extraordioMy 'power, as 
ihould make it un neceffary for him to exert 
any more creative power; fo that all that 
remained of creation might be delegated to 
that great derived being. ' But it is highly 
improbable that this /ihould have been ^Ihe. 
cafe. And the more improbable, a priori^ 
any propofition is, .on account of its want 
xjf analogy to other propofitigns^ the truth 
of which is admitted, the clearer and 

■ 

(Irong^r evidence we require before we 

give our.ailent tO- it. This improbability 

. ' . ^ may. 
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may be fo great, as to approach very nearly 
to an impoffibility. At leaft the impreffion 
made upon the mind will hardly be diftin- 
.guifhed in the two cajfes, and the refiftancc- 
to aflent ihall be, in a manner, as great in 
the -one as in the other. Cdnfequently, 

• thoi^gh the doctrine be not incapable of proof 

by miracles, yet it will be neceflary that 

the propofition which contains it, be very 

•clearly expreffed, that the miracles alledged 

in fuppfirt of it be well authenticated, and 

• that- the connexion between the miracles 
and the propofition be very particularly 

cftablifhcd. Let us now confider whether 

... 

this be the cafist with refped: to the Arian 
dodlfine, 

1. Thfre is fomething in the doftrine 
itfelf, * which, if we were not accuftomed 
to it, would appear exceedingly revolting. 
Such, certainly, is' tl\e idea of any beihg in 
human form, who was born, grew up, and 
died like other men ;^ requiring the re-». 

. frefhments of food, reft, and fleep, &c. 

' having ]jeen the maker, and while he was 
on earthi and afleep, the fupportej: and go.- ' 
yernor of the world. Had fuch/an opir- , 

moA 
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nion been firft propofed in the prcfcnt 
ftate of philofophy, it would have been 

■ 

Tejedted without farther examination. 

•That Chrift enfptied himfdf of his . for- 
mer glory and power, and did riot fuftain 
the world during his abode on catth, is 
quite a modern opinion ; and, on that ac^- 
count only, can never be received ^s the 
origirial and genuine dodtrine of • chrif- 
tianity. Befides, this hypothefis is of itfdf 
as irnprobable as the other. For it may 
reafonably be^ afked. Who fupplifed the 
t place of Chrift in the government of the 
world, when his office was fufpended ? If 
the fupreme Being himfelf undertook it, 
what reafon can there beiniagined why he 
fhould not himfelf have always done it? 
And yet, if there was* a reafon, in the 
•nature of • things, why this work fliould 
' be done by another, and not by tl^e fn« 
preme Being himfelf, that reafon muft have 
fubfifted while Ghrift was on earth as well 
as before. But the Arian* hypothefis pro- 
vides no othpr created being, of ranjc and 
' poW^r equal to that of Chrift^ to undertake 
his office when he fhould be difabled from 

#... \ difcharging 
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difcharging it. A contradiftion ii htrdljr 
more revolting to the mind than the im- 
probabilities attending fuch a fcheme at 
this. 

2. It is obviovis to remark, that the Arian 
hypothefis is no where clearly exprefled in 
the fcripturef, and much lefs is it repealed 
fo often, and fo much (Irefs laid upon it, as 
its natural magnitude required. The Old 
Teflament, it is allowed, contains no fuch 
dodrine as that of God having made tbe 
world by the inflrumentality of any inter- 
mediate being ; and yet, as we have there 
the hiflory of the creation, and as the doc* 
trine of one God having made the heavens 
and the earth is frequently repeated in the 
fevcral books of it, it might have been ex* 
peded that, if thore had been fuch a being 
as the Arians fuppofe Chrift to be, and 
he l^d made the world by the diredion of 
the fuprcme being, fome mention would 
have been made of it tbtrt\ that being ita 
natural and proper place. 

3. The dodrine of Ch rift having made 
the world has no connexion with the great 
and obvious defign of the miflion of any 

of 
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of the prophets in general^ or that of Chrilt 
suid the apoftles in particular. The great 
objcdk of the whole fcheme of revelation 
was to teach nocn how to live here, fo as to 
be happy hereafter, and the particular doc- 
trines which we are taught, as having a 
connexion with this great objed, arOi thofe 
of the Onitjr of God, his univerfal prefence 
and infpedion, his "placability .to repenting 
iinners, and the certainty of a refarre^lion 
to a life of retribution after death. Thefe 
dodrines occur perpetually in the dif- 
courfes and writings of the prophetSj, of 
th? evangelifts, and of the apoftles ; and 
the miradcs which they wrought have fo 
evident a connexion with thefe doi^rines, 
that it is impoflible to admit their divine 
miflion without receiving them. 

On tl)e other hand, the doftrine of there 
being fuch a fuper^angelic fpirit as* the 
Arian logos^ the maker and governor of all 
things under the fapreme God, has no con- 
nexion with the dodrines above mentioned. 
It may be true or falfe altogether inde- 
dependent of them. It does not, therefore, 
follow that, adoiitting that fuch had beea 

1 the 
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the private opinion of thofe perfohs who^ 
were divinely infpired, and impowered to 
work miracles, that their infpiration, of 
their miracles, could give any fandiiori to 
this particular dodlrine; their infpiration . 
and riiiracles relating to another (diftinA 
objedt,* and not to this. And it muft be 
acknowledged, that a prophet who has re- 
ceived no inftrudtion frcJm God relating to 
any particular fubjed:, may be as much 
miftaken with refpedt to it as any other.' 
perfon vvhatever. 

Now, confidering that no fuch doftrine 
as that of there being a fubordinate maimer 
of the world was taught by Mofts, -or any 
of the ancient prophets, and that Chrift 
himfelf, a!s it muft be allowed, taught no- 
* fuch dodtrine (though he himfelf be fup* 
pofed to have been that very perfpn) had 
it been advanced by the apoftles, their 
auditors, who admitted their ^uthorit^ in: 
other things, might very reafonably have:* 
demanded a diftinft proof of an. additional 
*do£lrine^ fo yery new and ftrange, and fo un**. 
conlieded with their other teaching, as this 
was.' They might have faid, '* We admiC 

"that 
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' that Jefus is the Meffiah ; we acknowledge ' 

* that he rofe from the dead, and we believe 

* that he will come again to raife all the 

* dead, and to judge the world; but this 

* dodlrine of Chrift having made the world 

* is quite another thing. It was not taught 

* by Mofes, or by Chrift, and therefore, 

* we cahnot receive it except upon new and 
' independent evidence. What miracles 

* do you work in order to fhew that' you 
' are commiflioned to teach //iwdodtrine ?" 

Now, as it is not pretended that there arc 
any miracles particularly adapted to prove 
that Chrift made and fupports the world, 
I do not. fee that we are under any obliga- 
tion to believe it merely becaufe it was an 
opinion held by an apoftle. 

4. The dodtrine of Chrift having made . 
the world, is not exprefled by any of the 
apoftles in a manner fo definite and clear, or 
fo repeatedly, as its magnitude naturally re- 
^Ajired. For the paffages in their writings 
fronx which it has been inferred that they 
held this opinion, are very few, and by no 
means clear and exprefs to the purpofp. 
Had this dodrine been true, being of -fo 

extraordinary 
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extraordinary a nature, and fo much unlike 
to any thing that Jews or chriftians had . 
been taught before, it would, no doubt^ 
when it was* firft promulgated, have been 
delivered with the greateft diftindtnefs, fo 
as ta leave no uncertainty with refpedl to it; 
arid unlefs it had been urged by the apoftles 
again and again, and with peculiar force 
and emphalis, their auditors would naturally 
have imagined that they only made u£e of 
fome figurative forms of fpeech, and did not 
ferioufly mean to advance a doctrine fo very * 
remote from their former apprehenfions of 
things. 

But in all the writings of .the apoftles> 
there are only four paflages from which it 
has been pretended that, in their opinion, ^ 
Chrift was the maker of the world ; ^nd in 
one of them no mention is made of Chrift* 
As they are fo very few, I fhall recite then* 
all, that my reader may have. the whole evi- 
dence of this extraordinary doftrine fairly 
before him. 

No mention is made of this doftrine ifl 
any book in the New Teftament which 
was. written before the imprifonment of 

Paul 
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Paul at Rome, A. D. 6i and 62, and then 
by this one apoftle only. Writing to 

the Ephefians, he fays (ch. iii, 9) fo make 
all men fee what is the fellowjhip of the 
myftery^ which from the beginning of the 
world has been hid in God. who created all 

things by Jejus Chrift. This is only an 

« 

incidental expreffion at the clofe of a fen- 
fence, the objedt of which was to teach 
fomething elfe ; alfo both the terms crea^ 
tion^ and all things^ are of very uncertain 
fignification, and therefore, may well be 
fuppofed to refer to what is figuratively 
called the new creation^ or the reformation of 
the world* 

The fame apoftle, in the epiftle to the 

« 

Colloffians (ch, i. 15) fays of Chrift, who is 
the image of the invifible God^ the fir Jl born of 
every creature. For by him were all things 
created J that are in heaven and that are in 
earthy vijible and invifible^ whether they be 
thrones or dominions^ or principalities or power's. 
All things were created by him and for him, 
and he is before all things^ and by him all 
things confiji ; and be is the head of the body, 
the churchy who is the beginning, the firft-* 
Vol, !• F born 
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b:rnfrom the dead^ that in all things he might 
have the pre-eminence. On this paflage it 
is obvious to remark, that the things which 
Chrift is faid to have made are not the 
heavens or the earth, but fome things that 
were in the heavens, and in the earth ; and 
thefe were not natural objedts, fuch as ftars 
or planets, trees or animals, &c. but the 
creation, or eftablifhment, of fuch things 
as thrones and dominions^ and therefoi^e may 
naturally be interpreted as referring to fome 
exercife of that power in heaven and in 
earthy which Chrift fays was given to him 
after his refurredion. Alfo, as his being 
the head of the body^ the churchy is men- 
tioned after all the other particulars ; it is 
moft probable that this power, whatever it 
was, related only to his church, and that 
it had nothing to do with the creation of 
the heavens or the earth. 

In the epiftle to the Hebrews, the apoftle 
fays (ch. i. i, &c.) God^ who, at fundry 
iimesj and in divers manners^ fp^^^ ^^ times, 
pa ft unto the Fathers, by the prophets, hath^ 
in thefe la ft days fpoken unto us by his Son ; 
whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 

whom 
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%bom alfo he made the worlds^ who being the 
brightnefs of his glory ^ and the exprefs image of 
his perfon, and upholding all things by the word 
of bis power J, when he had by himf elf purged 
nur fins ^ fat down on the right hand bf the ma-^ 
jejiy on high. 

* In this paflage it is evident, that it \Vas 
not the objeft of the writer to make an ex- 
prefs affertion concerning the making of 
the world by Chrift, fo as to exhibit it as an 
article of any confequence. He was afTert- 
ing fomething elfe > and what he does fay 
On the fubjedt is only one incidental cir* 
cumftance, among feveral others. And is 
it to be fuppofed that a doftrine of this 
importance would never be laid down but 
in fuch a manner as this; Befides, nothing 
is here faid, or intimated, about Chrift 
making the material worlds^ for it is only 
faid that he made the ages {ctiavcti) and the 
all things here mentioned evidently means 
all things relating to a particular objeft^ 
viz. the miflion of Chrift, and not all the 
works of nature. 

Laftly, in the introduftion to the gofpel 
of John, we read. In the beginning was the 

F ^ word^ 
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wordy and the word was with Gody and the 
word was God. All things were made by him 
(or, rather by it) and without him {it) was 
not any thing made that was made. In this 
celebrated paflage, there is no mention, as 
I obferved before, of Chrift, and that the 
word (logos) means Chrift is not to be 
taken for granted ; fince another interpre- 
tation is very obvious and natural, viz. 
that the word here fpoken of is the proper 
^ordy or power of God, by v^hich the fcrip- 
tures of the Old Teftament inform us, that 
all things were actually made. Thus the 
Pfalmift fays, Pf. xxxiii. 6, &c. By the word 
of the Lord were the heavens made^ and all the 
hojl of them by the breath of his mouth. He 
fpake and it was done^ he commanded and it 
Jlood faji. The fame vs^ord or power refided 
in Chrift;, and performed all his miraculous 
works. Agreeably to whicU he himfclf 
fays, the Father within me he does the works. 
On the flender foundation of thefe four 
pafTages, refts the great do(3:rine of Chrift 
having been the inftrument in tke hands of 
God of making the world and all things. 
When they are all put together, and even 

fhutting 
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fliutting our eyes on all the direct and pofi- 
live evidence that the world was made by 
the fupreme being himfelf, and by no other 
afting under him, can it be faid that they 
all together amount to a fufEciently clear 
declaration of a doftrine of fo much mag- 
nitude as the Arian hypothefis is, viz, that 
Chrift, having been firft created himfelf, 
did (and, as far as appears, without any 
previous effays or efforts) immediately mak6 
the whole fyftem of the vifible univerfe, ancj 
from that time fupport all the laws of it, 
himfelf only being fupported, or perhaps 
unfupported, by the Father. 

Where would have been the evidence 
of the Arian hypothefis, if Paul had not 
written the two epiftles to the Ephefians 
and the Coloffians, which are fuppofed to 
contain it. For, little as is the evidence 
for this dodtrine from the palTages I have 
recited from thefe epiftles, it is much 
greater than that which can be derived 
from the two others. And had neither 
the epiftles themfelves, nor the introduc- 
tion to the gofpel of John been ever writ- 
ten, it vypuld not have been fufpedted that 

F 3 any 
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any thing was wanting in the fcheme of 
chriflianity. 

However, it is not, certainly, from fo 
few cafual expreflions, which fo eafily ad- 
mit of other interpretations, and efpecially 
in epijiolary writings, which are feldom com- 
pofcd with fo much care as books intended 
for the ufe of poftcrity, that we can be au« 
thorized to infer that fuch wa$ the feriou$ 
opinion of the apoftles. But if it had been 
their real opinion, it would not follow that 
it was true, unlcfs the teaching of it (hould 
appear to be included in their general com- 
milfion, with which, as I have (hewn, it 
has no fort of connexion. 

If any (hould be convinced that thc(e 
four pa(rages, do not authorize us to con- 
clude that Chrift made the world, they 
muft be interpreted in fuch a manner as 
not to imply h\s Jlmple prc^cxijlence i and 
if this cannot be inferred from thefe texts, 
it certainly cannot from any other. Con* 
fequcntly, both the dodlrine of Chrift 
having made the world, and that of his 
fimple prc-cxiftcnce, muft (land or fall 
together. 

5. It 
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5, It will be feen in its proper place, 
that the Arian hypothefis, loaded as it is 
with the greateft natural improbabilities, 
and altogether deftitute of fupport in the 
fcriptures, was the natural confequence of 
other falfe principles, which alfo naturally 
fprung from the philofophy of the times in 
which chriftianity was promulgated. That 
philofophy is now exploded, but the ar- 
ticles in the chriftian fyftem which were 
derived from it remain. Platonifm is no 
more ; but the trinitarian and Arian doc- 
trines yet fubfift ; and with many, the lat- 
ter remains, when the former, from which 
it arofe, is abandoned. Thus the fruit is 
prefer ved, when the tree on which it grew, 
is cut down. 

Had there been no Platonic nous, or logos^ 
chriftians would never have got a divine 
logos, ovfecond God, the creator of the world 
under the fupreme God, and the medium 
of all the divine communications to the 
patriarchs ; and had there been no fuch 
divine and uncreated logos in the chriftian 
fyftem, we ihould never, I am confident, 

F 4 havQ 
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have heard of a created logos being pro- 
vided to anfwer the fame purpofe. 

Alfo, if it had not been a dodrine fa- 

■ 

miliar to all the fchools of philofophy, that 
the fouls of men in general had pre-cxiftcd, 
it would never have been imagined that the- 
created foul of Chrift had pre-exifted. But 
when other fouls are deprived of this great 
privilege, it remains, contrary to all ana-^ 
logy, and all principles of juft reafoning, 
attached to that of Chrift only, juft as with 
many, the do£trine of a divine uncreated 
logos is abandoned, and that of the created 
logos, which fprung from it, remains in its 
place. But an attention to the true caufes 
and original fupports of the Arian doftrine 
ia all its parts, and the reafons for which 
thefe caufes and fupports of it have been 
given up, cannot fail to draw after it, ia 
due time, the downfal of the Arian doc- 
trine itfelf. In the mean time it is held 
by many as being a medium between tviro 
great extremes, the dodrine of the proper 
divinity of Chrift on the one hand, and that 
of his Jimple hurn^f^ity on the other. 

SECTION 
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V SECTION VI. 

Re^sfons for not confidering Ariaru as being 

properly Unitarians. 

^T^ H E great objedion to the doftrine of 
the trinity is, that it is an infringe- 
ment of thedoftrine of the unity of God, 
as the fole objedt of wof^yp, which it 
was the primary defign of tbfc whole fyfteni 
of revelation to eftablifli. Any modifica- 
tion of this doftrine, therefore,, or any other 
fyftem whatever, ought to be regarded with 
fufpicion, in proportion as it makes a mul- 
tiplicity of objed:s of worfhip, for that is 
to introduce idolatry. 

That the do<3:rine of three perfons in the 
divine nature is making three Gods, has, I 
think, been fufficiently proved. But they 
who do not think that Chrift is equal to 
the fupreme being, but only the maker 
and governor of the world under him, are 
willing to think that they are not included 

in 
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in the cenfure of making a multiplicity of 
gods, or in any danger of introducing 
more objedts of worfhip. They therefore 
call themfelves unitarians^ and think them- 
felves perfeSly clear of the charge of giving 
any countenance to idolatry. Indeed, this 
is an accufation to which the Athanafians 
themfelves plead not guilty. I think, how- 
ever, that it applies not only to them, but 
even to the Arians, and therefore, that 
ftriftly fpeaklng, the latter are no more en- 
titled to the appellation of unitarians than 
the former. My reafons for this are the 
following : 

!• Il greatnefs of power ht a foundation 

■ 

on which to apply the title of God, they 
who believe that Chrift made the world, 
and that he conftantly preferves and governs 
it, muft certainly confider him as enjoying 
a very high rank in the fcale of divinity, 
whatever reafon they may have to decline 
giving him the title of God. Thev muft 
allow that he is a much greater beings or 
Gody than Apollo, or even Jupiter, was 
ever fuppofed to be. His derivation from 
another, and a greater God, is no reafon why 

he 
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he Ihould not likewife be confidered as a 
God. The polytheifm of the heathens did 
not confift in making two or more equal 
and independent gods, but in having one fu- 
preme God, and the reft fubordinate, which 
is the very thing that the Arians hold. 

We have no idea of any power grea^'er 
than that of creation^ which the Arians 
afcribe to Chrift, efpecially if by creation 
be meant creation out of nothing ; and the 
Arians do not now fay that the Father firft 
produced matter, and that then the Son 
formed it into worlds, Sec. a notion indeed, 
advanced, as will be feen, by Philo and 
Methodius among the ancients, but too 
ridiculous to be retained by any; fo that 
whatever he meant by creation^ the Arian$ 
afcribe it to Chrift* 

2. Upon the principle which is adopted 
by many Arians, we muft acknowledge not 
only two Gods, but gods without number. 
According to fome, Chrift made this folar 
fyftem only. There muft, therefore, have 
been other beings, of equal rank with him, 
to whom the creation, or formation, of the 
other fyftems was afligned; and obferva- 

tion 
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tion (hows, that there are millions and 
millions of fyftems. The pr6bability is, 
that they fill the whole extent of infinite 
fpace. Here, then, are infinitely more, as 
well as infinitely greater gods, than the 
heathens ever thought of. 

But I would obferve, that the modern 
Arians, in afcribing to Chrift the formation 
of the whole folar fyftem, afcribe more to 
him than the ancient Arians did ; for they did 
not fuppofe that he made any thing more 

than this world, becaufe they had no know- 
ledge of any other. Had the ancients had 
any proper idea of the extent of the folar 
fyftem ; had they believed that it contained 
as many worlds as there are primary and fe- 
condary planets belonging to it, all of which 
might ftand in as much need of the inter- 
pofition of their maker as that which we 
inhabit, they would, probably, have been 
ftaggered at the thought of giving fuch 
an extenfive power and agency to any one 
created being ; much lefs is it probable that 
they would at once have gone fo far as the 
generality of modern Arians, who fuppofe 
that Chrift made the whole univerfe. That 

1 would 
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would have been to give him fo much 
power, and fo extenfive an agency, that the 
Supreme Father would not have been milTed, 
if, after the produdion of fuch a Son, he 
had himfelf either remained an inaftivc 
fpeftator in the univerfe, or even retired out 
of exiftence. For why inight not the power 
oi fdf-fubjijlence be imparted to another as 
well as that of creating out of nothing. 

3. If we confider the train of reafoning 
by which we infer that there is only one 
Godj it will be found, that, according to 
the Arian hypothefis, Chrift himfelf may 
be that one God, We are led to the idea 
'of God by inquiring into the caufc of what 
we fee ; and the being which is able to 
produce all, that we fee, or know, we call 
God. We cannot, by the light of nature, 
go afty farther ; and the reafon why we fay 
that there is only one God, is, that wc fee 
fuch marks of uniformity in the whole fyf^ 
tem, and fuch a mutual relation of all the 
parts to each other, that \ye caanot thiiik 
that one part was contrived or executed by 
one being, and . another part by another 
being. Whoever it wi9 that made the 

plants. 
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plants^ for inftance, muft atlfo have made; 
the animals that feed upon them. What- 
ever being made, and fuperintends, the land^ 
muft alfo have made, and muft fupcrintend 
the water^ &c. We alfo cannot fuppofe 
that the earth, had one author, and the moon 
another, or ind&d any part of the folar 
iyftem. Amd for the fame reafon that the 
whole folar fyftem had one author, all the 
other fyftems, which have any relation 
to it (and the probability is that the wha\e 
univerfe is one connedled fyftem) had the 
fame author. There can be no reafon^ 
therefore, why any perfons fhould ftop at • 
fuppofing that Chrift made the folar fyftem 
only. For the fame reafon that his pro- 
vince includes this fyftem, it ought to in- 
clude all the univerfe, which is giving him 
an abfolute omniprefence^ as well as omnipo^ 
ience I and I fliall then leave others to dif- 
tinguifh between this being, and that God 
whom they would place above him. For 
my own part, I fee no room for any thing 
above him. Imagination itfelf cannot make 
any difference between them. If, therefore, 
the Arian principle be purfued to its pro- 
per 
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per extent, we muft either fay that there 
are two infinite beings, or Gods, or clfc 
tliat Chrift is the one God. 

4. If any being become the objeft of our 
worfhip in confequence of our dependence 
upon him, and our receiving all our blef- 
fings from him ; and alfo in confequence 
of his being invifibly prefent with us, fo 
that we may be fure both that he always 
hears us, and that he is able to affift us ; 
Chrift, on the Arian hypothefis, coming 
under 'this defcription, muft be the proper 
objedl of all that we ever call worjhip^ and 
therefore muft be God. For he who made 
all things, and who upholds all things by the 
word of his power y muft neceiTariJy be pre- 
fent every where, and know all things, ajs 
well as be able to do all things. If he only 
made and takes care of this earth, he muft 
be prefent in all parts of the earth. There 
muft, therefore, be the greateft natural pro^ 
priety in our praying to fuch a being. A 
being to whom thefe characters belong has? 
always been confidered as the objedt of the 
higheft \vor(hip that, man can pay. The 
Pfalmift fays, Pf. xcv, 6. come, let us ivor- 

Jkip 
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f:lp^ and bow down^ let us kneel before tlnf 
Lord our Maker. If, therefore, Chrift be 
the Lord our maker, we are fully authorized 
to worfhip and bow down before him. 

5. If the logos be Chrift, Arians cannot 
refufe to give him the appellation of God. 
For John fays, ch. i. i . and the word was 
God. Thus, I believe all Arians interpret 
the paflage. It is, therefore, not a little 
extraordinary,' that they {hould pretend that 
they do not acknowledge two Gods. They 
will fay that Chrift is God in an inferior 
fenfe, as Mofes is called a god with rcfpedt 
to Pharoah. But according to the Arian 
hypothefis, Chrift is God in a very different 
fenfefrom that in which Mofes could ever 
be fo. He is a God not in name only, but in 
power* They do -not even acknowledge a 
great God, and a little one ; but a very great 
God, and another greater than he. On this 
account, the Arians were always conlidercd 
as polytheifts by the ancient trinitarians ; 
while the unitarians were regarded as Jews, 
holding the unity of God in too ftri£t a 
fenfe. For thefe reafons I own that, in 
my opinion, thofe.who are ufually called 

Socinians 
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Socinia?is (who confidcr Chrift as being a 
mer^ man) are the only body of chriftians 
who are properly entitled to the appellation 
of unitarians i and that the Arians are even 
kfs entitled to it than the Athanafians, who 
alfo lay claim to it. The Athanafian fyf- 
tcm, according to one explanation of it, is 
certainly tritheifm^ but according to another 
it is mere tiofifenfe* 

Some may poflibly fay, " It is not ne- 
ceflary that Chrift fhould of himfelf have 
wifdom and power fufficient for the work 
of creation ; but that, neverthelcfs, God 
might work by him in that bufincfs, as he 
did in his miracles on earth ; Chrift fpeak^ 
ing the word, or ufing fome indifferent 
aiStion (fuch as anointing the eyes of the 
blind man) and God producing the efFe<ft/' 

The two cafes, however, are eifentially 
different. That Chrift, or any other pro- 
phet, fhould be able to foretel what God 
would do (which, in fadl, is all that they 
pretended to) was neceffary, as a proof of 
their divine miffion; whenever there was 
a propriety in God's having intercourfe 
with men, by means of a man like them- 

VoL. L G felves. 
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felves. But what reafon can there even b^ 
imagined why God, intending to make a 
world by his own immediate power ^ fhould 
firft create an angel, or a man, merely to 
give the word of command, whenever he 
fhould bid him to do fo ; when, hy the 
fuppofition, there was no other being exift- 
ing to learn any thing from it ? 

Befides, a being naturally incapable of 
doing any thing cannot properly be faid to 
be an injirument by which it is done. I ufe 
a pen as an inflrument in waiting, bccaufe 
a pen is naturally fitted for the purpofe, 
and I could not write without one. But 
if, befides a pen, without which I could 
not write, I fhould take ^ flutes and blow on 
it every time that I took my pen in hand in 
order to write, and fhould fay that I chofe 
to write with fuch an injirument ^ I fhould 
lay myfelf open to ridicule. And yet fuch 
an inftrument of fcreation would this hypo- 
thefis make Chrifl to have been. 

I mufl take it for granted, therefore, that 
Chrifl would never hav^ been employed in 
the work of creation, if he had not been 
originally sndtied with power fufficient for 

the 
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the work. In that cafe, without the com- 
hiunication of any new powers, or any 
more immediate agency of God, he would 
be able to execute whatever was appointed 
him* Thus, Abraham, having a natural 
power of walking could go wherever God 
ordered him ; and a prophet, having the 
power of fpeech^ could deliver to others 
whatever God fhoiild give him in charge 
to fay. Any other hypothefis appears to 
ine to be inadmiffible. 

Such being the Jiypothefis that the Arians 
have to defend, they ought certainly to look 
well to the arguments they produce for it. 
The greater, and the more alarming, any 
dodtrine is, the clearer ought to be the 
Evidence by which it is to be fupported. 
I do not in this work undertake to con- 
fider particular* paflages of fcripture ; but 
I have fhewn that the general tenor of it, 
as well as confiderations from reafon^ are 
highly unfavourable to the Arian hypo- 
thefis, and it will be feen, in the courfe of 
this work, that it has as little fupport from 
hijlory. 

Ga SECTION 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Argument cgainfi the Pre-exiftence of 
Chriji from the Materiality of Man ; and 
of the Ufe of the DoStrine of the Trinity. 

T Might have urged another kind of argu- 
ment againll both the divinity and prc- 
exillence of Chrift, viz. from the dodrine 
of the materiality of man^ which I prefume 
has been fufficiently proved in my Difqui-- 
ftions on Matter and Spirit. I have there 
ihewn that there is na more reafon vfhy a 
man fhould be fuppofed to have an imma- 
terial principle writhin him^ than that a 
dog^ a plants or a magnet^ fhould have one ^ 
becaufe in all thefe cafes^ there is jufl the 
fame difficulty in imagining any connexion 
between the vifble matter^ of which they 
confift, and the invifible powers^ of whicl^ 
they are pofleiTed. If univerfal concomitance 
be the foundation of all our reafoning con- 
cerning caufes and eiFefts, the organized 
brain of a man mud be deemed to be the 

proper 
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ipro^tv featy and immediate caufe of his icn- 
/ fation and thinking, as much as the inward 
ftru£ture of a magnet, whatever that be, is 
the caufe of its power of attracting iron. 

The moft inanimate parts of nature arc 
poffeffcd of powers or properties^ between 
which and what we fee and feel of them, 
we are not able to perceive any connexion 
whatever. There is juft as much con- 
nexion between the principles oi fenfation 
and thought and the brain of a man^ as be- 
tween the powers of a magnet and the iron 
of which it is made, or between the priix- 
ciple of gravitation and the matter of which 
the earth and the fun are made ; and when^ 
ever we fliall be able to deduce the powers 
of a magnet from the other properties of 
iron, we may perhaps be able to deduce the 
powers of fenfation and thought from the 
. other properties of the brain. 

This is a very ftiort and plain argument, 
perfedly confonant to all our reafoning 
in philofophy. It is conclufive againlt 
the do<3:rine of a fouJy and confequently 
againft the whole fyftem of pre-exiftence. 
If Peter, James, and John, had no pre- 

G 3 cxiftent 
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cxiftent ftatc, it muft be contrary tp z\\ 
analogy to fappofe Jefus to have pre-exifted. 
His being a prophet, and having a power 
of working miracles, can make no juft ex- 
ception in his favour ; for then every pre- 
ceding prophet muft have pre-exifted. 

I think I have alfo proved in my Dj/qut/t'- 
tions^ that the dpftrine of a foul^ as ^ fub- 
ftance diftindt fron^ the body, and capable 
of being happy or miferable when the body 
is in the grave, was borrowed from Pagan 
philofophy, that it is totally repugnant to 
the fyftem of revelation, and unknown in the 
fcriptures ; which fpeak of no reward for 
the righteous, or punifhment for the wicked 
before the general refurredlion, and the com- 
ing of Ghrift to judge the world. 

I might therefore have urged that, fince 
the dod:rine of Chrift's pre-exiftence is 
contrary to reafon, and was never taught by 
Chrift or his apoftles, it could not have 
been the faith of their immediate difciples, 
in the firft ages of chriftianity. This argu- 
ment will have its weight with thofe who 
rejed: the doftririe of a foul, and make them 
look with fufpicion upon any pretended 

proof 
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proof of the dodlrine of Chrift's pre-exift- 
cncc, and of its haying been the faith of 
the apoftolical age, as well as their previous 
perfuafion that fuch is not the dodlrine of 
the fcriptures. And fince all the three 
poiitions are capable of independent proof, 
the urging of them is not arguing in a circle^ 
but the adducing of proper collaterial evir 
dence. 

I would conclude this IntroduSiion, with 
advifing the advocates for the dodlrine of 
the trinity, to confider what there is in it 
that can recommend it as a part of a iyflem 
of religious truth. All that can be faid for 
it, is that the dodtrine, however improbable 
in itfelf, is neceffary to explain fome parti- 
cular texts of fcripture ; and that if it had 
not been for thofe particular texts, we fhould 
have found no want of it. For there is 
neither any fadt in nature, nor any one pur* 
pofe of morals (which are the objecft and 
end of all religion) that requires it. 

Is not one felf-cxiftent almighty, in- 
finitely wife, and perfedtly good being, 
fully equal (o the produdlion of all things, 

G 4 an4 
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and alfo to the fupport and government of 
the worlds which he has made ? A fecond 
perfon in the godhead cannot be really 
wanted for this purpofe as far as we can 
conceive. 

Whatever may be meant by the redemption 
of the world, is not the being who made it . 
equal to that alfo ? If his creatures oflfend 
him, and by repentance and reformation 
become the proper objedls of his forgive- 
nefs, is it not more natural to fuppofe that 
he has, within hirnfelfy a power of forgiving 
them, and of reftoring them tb his favour, 
without the ftrange expedient of another 
perfon, fully equal to himfelf, condefcend- 
ing to animate a human body, and dying-fbr 
them ? We never think of any finiiliar 
expedient in order' to forgive, with the 
greateft propriety and effeft, offences com- 
mitted by our children againft ourfelves. 

Whatever be fuppofed to be the ufe of 
a third perfon in the trinity, is not the in- 
fluence of the firft perfon fufficient for that 
alfo ? The defcent of the Holy Spirit upon 
, the apoftles was to enable them to work 

miracles. 
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miracles. But when our Sdviour was on 
earth, the Father within him, and a&ing by 
him, did the fame thing. 

Why then, fhould any perfon be fb de- 
iirous of retaining fuch a dodrine as this 
of the trinity, which he muft acknow- 
ledge, has an uncouth appearance, has- al- 
ways confounded the beft reafon of man- 
Jcind-, and drives us to the dodrine of in-^ 
explicable myjicries ; to the great offence of 
Jews, Mahometans, and uabelievers in ge- 
neral, without fome urgent ncceffity ? Of 
two difficulties we are always authorifed to 
chufe the leaft ; and why fliould we rifk 
the whole of chriftianity, for the fake of fo 
XJnneceffary and undefirable a part. 

Let thofe then who are attached to the 
dodrine of the trinity, try whether they 
cannot hit upon fome method or other of 
reconciling a few particular texts, not only 
with cpmmon fenfe, but alfo with the ge- 
neral and the obvious tenor of the fcriptures 
themfelves. In this, they will, no doubt, 
find fome difficulty at firft, from the effed 
pf early impreflions, and affociation of ideas ^ 

but 
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but an attention to the true idiom of the 
fcripturc language, with fuch helps as they 
may eafily find for the purpofe, will fatisfy 
them that the doftrinc of the trinity fur- 
niihes no proper clqe to the right under- 
ftanding of thefe texts, but will only fervc 
to miilead them. 

In the mean time, this dodtrinc of the 
trinity wears fo difagreeable an afped, that 
1 think every rcafonable man mull fay with 
the excellent Archbifhop Tillotfop with 
refped to the Athanalian creed ^' I wilh 
** we were well rid of it.'* This is not 
fetting up reafon againft the fcriptures, but 
reconciling reafon with the fcriptures, and 
the fcriptures with themfelves. On any 
other fcheme, they arie^irreconcileably ^% 
variance . 
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CHAPTER I. 

, Ofthofe whq are called Apojlolical Fathers^ 

IT muft, T think, have been evident from 
the confiderations fuggefted in the pre- 
ceding IntroduBioriy that the doftrines of the 
divinity and pre-cxiftence of Chrift, were 
not taught in th^fcriptures. But as great 
flrefs has been laid upon them in later ages, 
it is of fome moment to trace both when^ 
and in tphat manner they were introduced. 

With 
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With refpedl to the latter of thefe circum- 
itances, I think I fhall be able to give my 
readers abundant fatisfadtion, but with re- 
fpedt to the precife time when, or the par- 
ticular perfons by whom, they were intro- 
duced, there is lefs certainty to be had. 
This, however, is of no great confequencc, 
it being fufficient to fliew that they came 
in from fome foreign fource^ and after the 
age of the apoftles, which accounts for their 
not noticing the doftrines at all. 

The oldeft writer in whofe works thefe 
doftrines are unquefHonably found is Jirftin 
Martyr, who wrote about A. D. 140. But 
fome traces of them are to be feen in our 
prefent copies of the writings of thofe who 
are called apojiolical Fathers^ from their 
having lived in the time of the apoftles, and 
being therefore fuppofed to retain their 
doctrines, efpecially as they were not men 
of a philofophical education. It would 
certainly be a confiderable argument in fa- 
vour of thofe dodlrines, if they had been 
certainly held by fuch men ; but this can 
by no means be proved. For it i« to be 
lamented that, few as theft apoftolical Fa- 
thers 
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thers arc, their works are not come down 
to us as they wrote them, or rather, except 
a fingle epiftle of Clemens Romanus, which 
contains no fuch doftrinos as thofe of the 
divinity or pre-exiftence of Chrift, the 
works that are afcribed to them are almofl 
entirely fpurious, and the time of their ^ 

i 

compofition is not cafily afcertained. I fhall 
make a few obfcrvations on all of them 
that contain any trace of the doftrines above 
mentioned. They are the fuppofed works 
of Barnabas, Hermas, and Ignatius. 

Though I am well fatisficd that the only 
genuine epiftle ^ of Clemens Romanus con- 
tains no fuch dodlrine as that of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiftence of Chrift, yet, becaufe 
it has been pretended that the latter, at 
leaft, is found there, I fliall produce the 
paflage which has been alJedged for this 
purpofe, and make a few remarks upon it. 

^* For Chrift is theirs who are humble, 
** and not who exalt themfelves over his 
^* flock. The fceptre of the majefty of 
** God, our Lord Jefus Chrift, came not in 
" the fhow of pride and arrogance, though 
*' he could have done fo, but with bu- 

** mility. 
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** mility, as the Holy Spirit had before 
** fpoken concerning him*/' 

This paflage, however, is eafily ex- 
plained, by fuppofing that Clemens alluded 
to Chrift's coming as a public teacher^ whcny 
being invefted with the power of working 
miracles, he never made any oftentatious 
difplay of it, or indeed eVer exerted it for 
his own benefit in any refpeft. 

But it has been faid that the context de- 
termines the coming of Chrift, of which 
Clemens fpeaks to be from a pre-exift6nt 
ftate, ** He came not," fays Clerftefis, ** in 
*^ the pomp of pride and arrogance, al-. 
** though he had it in his power, but in 
** humility, as the Holy Spirit fpake con- 
** cerning him. — To determine what this= 
** humility is, Clemens immediately goes 
*^ on to cite the prophecies which defcribc 
*' the Mefliah's low condition. The hu-^ 

*^ mility, therefore, of an ordinary condl- 

• 

^0 ^otfivtoJ etvJH* To cKii-jIfov i\)( fJLiya.h&'O'vvr.f t» -S-g*, • 
KA^ac 70 nsfiViiA 70 AytQ9 nffifl Av% tK^^ti^tV . Scft. l6. 

p. 15^. 

*' tion. 
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*' tion, is that in which it is faid the Mef- 
•* fiah came. The pomp, therefore, of a 
** high condition, is the pomp in which 
•* it is faid he came not, although he had 
** it in his power to come. The expreflions, 
** therefore, clearly imply that our Lord, 
** 'cro he came, had the power to choofe 
** in what condition he would be born." 

But, ifweconfider the prophecies which 
Clemens quotes, we (hall find them to be 
not fuch as defcribe the circumftances of 
the birth of Chrift, but only thofe of his 
public life and death i the principal of them 
being. If. liii. which he quotes almoft at 
full length. This is certainly favourable 
to the fuppofition, that when Chrift was 
in public life, he made no oftentatious 
difplay of the extraordinary powers with 
which he was inverted, and before he en- 
tered upon it, preferred a low condition to 
that of a great prince. 

The more ancient reading of Jerom is 
evidently favourable to this interpretation of 
the paflage. He read ^dLv\<L S^MVA^ivfiu having 
all power, which naturally alludes to the 
great power of which he became poffeiTed 

after 
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after the defcent of the Spirit of God upon 
him at his baptifm. 

As to the phrafe comings it i^ ufed to ex- 
prefs the mijjion of any prophet^ and it is ap- 
plied to John the Baptift as well as to 
Chrift, of which the following pafTages are 
examples. Matt. xi. i8, 19. John came 
neither eating nor drinking^ &c. The Son of 
man came eating and drinking, &cc. i. e. not 
locally from heaven, but as other prop^iets 
came from God. Chrift fays of John, 
Matt. xxi. 32. John came unto you in the 
ivay of right eoufnefs. John the evangelift, 
alfb fays of him, John i. 7. The fame came 
for a witnefs, &c. 

Admitting that fome one circumftance? 
in the prophecies which Clemens quotes^, 
rigorbufly interpreted, (hould allude to thfc 
birth of Chrift (though I fee no reafon to- 
think fo) we are not authorized to conclude 
thiat Clemens attended to. that in particu- 
lar, but to the general fcope of the whole, 
which is evidently defcriptive of his public 
life onlv. 

In the fecond feftion of this epiftle wc 
find the phrafe the fufferings of God i but 

1 this 
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this is language fo exceedingly fhocking, 

and unfcripturaly that it is hardly poflible 
tQi,thii\k that it could be ufed by any writer 
fo near to the ^time of the apoflles ; and 
Junius^ who was far from having my ob- 
jection to it, was of opinion that the whole 
pailage was much corrupted, and that, in- 
ftead of voSnAcak aSi» i. e. Scat, we ought to read 

Whatever may be thought of this epiftle 
by any of the moderns, it appears that^ 
after the council of l^Iice, it was not 
thought to be favourable to the orthodoxy 
of thofe times. Photius, in his account of 
it^ fays that, it is liable to cenfure for three 
things, the laft of which is, that '' fpeak- 
> iV ing of our high-prieft and mafter Jefus 
Chrift, he did not make ufe of expref- 
fions fufBciently lofty, and becoming a 
God, though he no where openly blaf- 
phemes him*/' 

Of the writings of the other apoftolical 
Fathers, the epiftle of Barnabas would cer- 

* 01 Ofx/tspea )^ 'srporcSriv rev wpiov viiaov Inaw xp^^ov eiovofrntuv^ 
m to; ^mnrpejCH^ x) v^/}fikSl£pag aX(>wi^ faepi avhs fwag • afirtp 2t3* 
aatofoma^ifTrkq aulw nSb^Ti cv vSotg Cao^^ci , biblioth^ ca. p: 
306. 

Vol, I. H tainly 
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tainly be entitled .to the greateft confidera- 
tion, if it was genuine; but it is almoft 
certainly fpurious, and unqueftionably in- 
terpolated, befides, that the time in which 
it was written cannot be afcertained. Pro- 
bably, however, it is not very ancient. My 
obfervations on this fubjecS will be chiefly 
copied from the learned Jeremiah Jones^ 
who, being a believer in the dodtrifie of the 
trinity, cannot be excepted againft a$ an 
unfair judge in this cafe. 

That the writer of this epiftle was not 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, who was 
a Jew, but fome Gentile, appears, he fays, 
from the conflant oppofitioh between the 
Jews and the Gentiles in the courfe of the ^ 
work, and from the writer always ranking* tB 
himfelf with the latter*. It is alfo evident 
from there being no Hebraifms in the ftyle 
of the work, and from its being written 
after the deftrudion of Jerufalem. For he 
fpeaks of the temple as being then dc- 
ftroyed -j-, and it is highly improbable that 
Barnabas ftiould have furvived that event. 

* Jones on the Canon, vol. L p. 526. 
t Sea. 16. 

3 . That 
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That this epiftle was not, in early times, 
confidcred as the genuine produdtion of 
£arnabas, the companion of Paul, appears 
from its not tjeing found in any of the 
catalogues of the canonical books of the 
New Teftament*. It is, likewife, almoft 
certain that this epiftle could not be written 
by Barnabas, or indeed any refpedtable wri- 
ter, froiQ the extreme weaknefs and ab- 
furdity of many parts of it, efpecially from 
his finding in the two firft letters of the 
name of J ejus ^ and the figure of the crofs^ 
the number 318, which he fays, was the 
number that Abraham circumcifed (but 
which was thd number of thofe that Abra- 
liam armed, in order to purfue the kings who 
lud plundered Sodom) T, which makes the 
figure of the crofs being 300, in the Greek 
method of notation, and I H 18. This 
curiofity he fpeaks of as having been im-> 
parted to him by divine infpiration, and as 
certain a truth as any that he had divulged -f. 

^ Jones on the CailOfki'vol. I. p. 534. « 

t Aim 19 Tof fMv htni t tok 3^ Ypoyifia^ i(. 9 m ra9 

OJk n rmnantfm tfuAo off %i« Xcyor. Q^9>a oAs A ab» "^ 

5ca.9.p.3o. 
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The author of this epiftlc carries his 
allegorizing of the writings of Mofcs fo far 
as to aiTert that it was not his intention to 
forbid the ufe of any meats as unclean^ but 
only to fignify, by his prohibiting the flefli 
of certain animals^ to avoid the difpofitions 
for which they are remarkable. Mr. Jones 
proceeds to mention Xtn inflances of mif« 
takes and falfhoods in this epidle of Barna* 
has, and fays that it would be eafy to in-r 
ftance as many more. 

The age of this epiftle cannot be clearly 
afcertained. It is not mentioned by Ire* 
naeus, Juftin Martyr, Athenagoras, Theo- 
philus, or Tertullian ; but it is quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus. It is not, there- 
fore, certain that this epiftle is older than 
Juftin Martyr, and therefore, it is of little 
confequnce whether the writer held the 
dodrine of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, or 
not. 

At whatever time this epiftle wa$ writ- 
ten, it is evidently interpolated. Two 
paflages in the Greek, which affert the 
pre-exiftence of Chrift, arc omittedliiin ths 
ancient Latin verfion of it. And can it bift 

fuppofed 
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fuppofed that that verfion was publifhed in 
an age in which fuch an omiffion was likely 
to be made ? Both the interpolations are 
It in fed. 6. where we now read thus ; '* For 
** the fcripture fays concerning us, as he 
** fays, to the Son. Let us make man ac- 
** cording to our image, and our likenefs *." 
But the ancient Latin verfion correfpond- 
ing to this paffage is fiipply this, ** As fays 
** the fcripture. Let us make man, &c. -f*'* 
Again, in the fame fedtion, after quot- 
ing from Mofes, Increafe and multiply^ and 
replenijh the earthy the Greek copy has 
Thefe things to the Son J ; but in the old 
Latin verfion the claufeis wholly omitted j 
and, certainly, there is no want of it, or of 
the fimilar claufe in the former paffage, 
with refpeft to the general objed: of the 
writer. Thefe appear to me pretty evident 
marks of interpolatiop. 

In another paffage, God is reprefented as 
fpeaking to thtf Son on the day before the 

timva )^ Koy ofMioM-fv rif/mf^ rev ca&pomov, 

- 1 ^iflli^ ^^^'^ fcriptura, feciamus homineflit' 
jjk ^ TcuUa nsfo$ rw vim 
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making of the world * ; but this is in that 
part of the epiftle of which the original is 
loft^ and it is by no means improbable^ that 
this vcrfion may have been interpolated, as^^ 
well as the original, and for the fame v 
reafons. 

The paiTage that looks the lead like an 
interpolation, and which yet fpeaks of 
Chrift as pre-exifting, is one in which he 
is reprefented as regulating the Jewifh ri- 
tual, and having a view to himfelf in the 
frame of it. Speaking of the obligation of 
the priefts to faft, he fays, ^* This the lijord 
** ordered becaufe he himfelf was to offer 
^* for our fins the veffel of his fpirit, and ' 
^* alfo that the type by Ifaac, who wSis to 
^* have been offered, might be fulfilled •}-/* 
He alfo gives it as a reafon, why the priefts 
only fhould eat the inwards, not wafhed 
with vinegar, that ^\ he knew that iixty 
^* would give him vinegar mixed with gall 
^* to drink, to fhew that he was to fuffer 

* Die ante conftitutionem feculi, ^rft. 5. p..6i. 

CKEvo^ T8 'smufioHoi 'sifocrpEpEiv ^lav ^ Ufa 3^ rvTTOs 

p: 21. w^ 
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•* for them */' A little alteration in the 
words of this paiTage would make it fpeak 
of God as ordering this with a view to 
^^jChriil. As it ftands, however, it certainly 
It conveys the idea of the pre-exiftcnce of 
, ,Chrift, and of his having been the framer 
of the Jewifh conftitution. But what cer- 
tain inference can be drawn from thi^, 
«when it -is confidered that the work was 
' not written by the companion of Paul,. and 
that it cannot be proved to be plder than 
jthe writings of Juftin Martyr ? 
^he i^ppofed. author of th^ next piece^ * 
I which contains the dodrine of the pre* 
\ .exiflence of Chrift, is Hermas, mentioned 
in tke cdnclufion of Paul's epiflle to the 
Romans. His work, entitled the Shepherd^ 
^Is quoted by Irenaeus, though not by name. 
The fentence which he cites is -as follows 5 
J. #3Che fcripture, therefore, well fays, in the 
,' *' firft place believe that there is.one God, 
•'who created and eftablifhed all things^ 

^IsK^jffsn^ o7i Ski ai/7oy tso&iw im^p oaHuv* . Se£t* 7* p* 21. 

'*?: • H 4 •* making 
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^' making them out of nothing *," which 
is found in Hcrmas -f . But we have onlj^ 
a Latin tranilation^of Hermas^ and, there- 
fore, cannot be quite fure that the words 
were the fame- Th^fenfe of them is cer- »^ 
tainly found in what are properly called the ^ 
fcriptures, and I do not know that Irenaetis 
(ever quotes any other book by this title, 
except thofe which we now" charafterize in* 
that manner. He quotes no other author, ^ 
I believe, without mentioning either his 
name, or fome title, or circumftance, fuffi- 
ciently defcriptive of him, % ** 

Though this book of Hermas is quoted * 
with refpeft by fome of the more «arly Fa- ' 
thers, it is treated with contempt by the later 
ones, as Le Clerc, who thought it genuine, 
cbferves J. Tertullian fays of this work of 
Hermas, f * it is rejeded as fpurious by all the 

m £ri¥ Seo^7 TA 'sravla fSicag^ x} xalaplta'as, )^ ^srotivrag cmtb lai 
9vhs Bii TO aval ra maHa. Lib. 4. chap. 37* p* 330. 

f Primum omnium, crede quod unus eft Deus, qui om* 
nia creavit, & confummavit,^& ex nihilo omnia fecit, lihii 
2. M.I. p. 85. A * 

J Hift. Ec. A. D. 69. p. 469. '^^ - 

* « counciljt ^ 
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<' councils of the churches * ;" and it was 
declared to be apocryphal under Pope Ge- 
lafius^ A. D. 494. It is, indeed, a work 
highly unworthy of the apoftolical age, the 
< contents of it being weak and foolifli in the 
1^ extreme, to fay nothing of its pretended 
^ ^ifionSy which looks as if the writer deligned 
/ td impofe them upon the world for fome- 
thing elfe than his own inventions, Thofe 
who deny the authenticity of this work, 
generally afcribe it to another Hermas, or 
Hermes, l)rother of Pope Pius, about the 
^ yqj: 146, which is after the time of Juftin 
Martyr. 
\ The pre-exiftence of Chrift Is certainly 
referred to in this work. For the writer, 
fpeaking of an old rock and a new gate, 
'*nd being aiked the reafon of it, fays, " it 
^^ reprefents the Son of God, who is older 
^^ than the creation, fo that he was prefent 
*'^with the Father wheir the world was 
■ ^* made'!?/* He ^Ifo fays, " the name of the 

.. ♦ Ab omni concilio^ ecclefiarum inter apocrypha ct 

"^^ ^dfa judicatur. De Pudicitia, cap. 10. p. 563. 
•^ ? -^ ^^^^ ^^^j et porta quid funt ? Audi, inquit : Pe- 
^ ' ^ k ff^ bsec, & porta, Filius Dei eft; Quonam pado, in- 
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«^ Son of God is great and immenfe, and 
*' the whole world is fuftained by it */* 
But this language might be figurative. 
However, the uncertainty, to fay the leaft, 
with refpedl to the age of this work, is fuf- 
ficient to overthrow the authority of the 
evidence which it inight furnifli for the 
early date of dodtrine of the pre-exiftencc 
of Chrift, without having recourfe to inter^ 
polatiofiy which few writings of fo early an 
age have efcaped. 

The only writer befides thefe, that I have 
any occafion to mention, is Ignatius, bif- 
hop of Antioch, who, on his journey to 
Rome, where he fufFered martyrdom under 
Trajan, wrote feveral epiftles; and many bear- 
ing his name are now extant. But of thefe, a 
great part are univerfally allowed to be fpu- 
xious, and the reft are fo much interpolated, 

that they cannot be quoted with fafety for 

,« 

quam, Domine, petra vetus eft, parta autem npva ! Audi, . 
inquit, infipiens, & intellige. Filius quidem Dei omnt 
creatura antiquior eft, ita ut in ^nfilio Patri fuo adfueric 
ad condendam creaturam. Lib. 3. fe(St. I2« p. 115. 

* Nomen Filii Dei, magnum & immenfum eft, &■ to^ 
tus ab eo fuftentatur orSls. Lib. 3. kGu 14. p. 1 16.' !^' 

any 
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any purpofe. Dr. Lardner, who thinks that 
the fmaller epiftles are in the main genuine, 
ikys*, " if there be only fome few fenti- 
*• ments and bxpreffions which feem incon* 
^ iiftent with the true age of Ignatius, it is 
•^ more reafonable to fuppofe them to be ad- 
*• ditions, than to rejedl the epiftles them- 
'* felves entirely ; efpecially in this fcarcity 
of copies which we labour under. As the 
interpolations of the larger epiftles are 
*^ plainly the work of fome Arian, fo evea 
*• the fmaller epiftles may have been tem- 
^ pered with by the Arians, or the ortho- 
^* dox, or both, though I do not affirm that 
r ** there are in them any confiderable cor- 
♦^ ruptions or alterations/* 

Salmafius, Blondel, and Daille, are de- 
cided that all the epiftles are fpurious ; and 
Lc Sueur, after having given an account of 
the whole matter, fays, that the laft of 
\ them, viz. Mr. Daille, has clearly proved 
that the firft, or fmall colleftion of Igna- 
tius's epiftles was forged about the begin- 
ping of the fourth' century, or two hun- 

* Credibility, vol. i. p. 154. 

• * '" dred 



io8 T^he Authority Book I. 

dred years after the death of Ignatius ; and 
that the fecond, or larger colledlion, was 
made at the beginning of the jSxth century. 

Ignatius not being quoted by Eufebius, 
or the writer whofe work he cites, among 
ancient authorities for the doSrine of the 
divinity of Chrift, is alone a fufficient proof 
that no paflage favourable to it was to be 
found in the epiftles of Ignatius in his time. 

Jortin fays, ** Though the (hort epiftles 
** are on' many accounts preferable to the, 
** larger, yet I will not affirm that they 
** have undergone no alteration at all *.'* 
Beaufobre thinks that the pureft of Igna-- 
tius's epiftles have been interpolated +• 

For my own part, I fcruple not to fay, 
that there never were more evident marks 
of interpolation iil any writings than are to 
be found in thefe genuine epijiles^ as they are 
called, of Ignatius : though \ arn willing 
to allowi on re-confidering them, that, ex-;- ^/ 
clufive of manifeft interpolation, there may 
be a ground work of antiquity in them, 

* Remarks on Ecclefiaftical rtiftory, vol. i. p. 361. 
f Hiftoirede Manich^fme, vol. !• p. 378; 



Chap. I . of the Apoflolical Fathers^ " 109 

The famous paffage in Jofephus concerning 
Chrift is not a more evident interpolation 
than many in thefe epiftles of Ignatius. }f^ 

A paffage in thefe epiftles on which 
much ftrefs has been laid, as referring to 
the pre-exiftence of Chrift, is tlfe follow- 
ing I ** There is one phyfician, Aefhly and 
*' fpiritual, begotten and unbegotteji/in the 
*' flefh made God, in immortal life eternal, 
*^ both of Mary and of God, firft fuffering 
** and then impaffible */' Theodoret read 
the paffage, yftw7®- d ayfvwjfe, ** begotten of 
*' him that was unbegotten," and inpther 
refpedts this paffage is neither dear nor 
decifive. 

It will weigh much with many perfons 
in favour of the genuinenefs of the pieces 
afcribed to Baf-nabas, Hermas, and Igna- 
tius, that Dr. Lardner was inclined to ad- 
mit it. But it muft be obferved, and I 
would do it with all poffible refpedt for fo 
fair and candid a writer, that the object of 
his work might^^ unperceived by himfelf, 

^y, 'apalov 'ssa^o; ^^ r3le a;ra^. Ad. £ph« fcfl. 7. p. i^ 

bias 
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bias him a little in favour of their ge- 
nuinenefs ; as their evidence was ufeful to 
'his purpofe, which was to prove that of thfe 
books of the New Teftament, by the quo- 
tation of them in early writers. Other 
men as learned as Dr. Lardner, and even 
firm believers in the doftrines of the pre- 
cxiftence and the divinity of Chrift, have 
not fcrupled to pronounce all the works 
above-mentioned to be fpurious. Thefe 
circumftances confidered, the reader muft 
form his own judgment of the value of 
any teftimony produced from them. 



CHAP. II. 

Of the Principles of the Oriental Philofophy,^ 

T N order clearly to underftand the nature 
and origin of thofe corruptions of chrif-^ 
tianity which now remain^ it will be pro- 
per to confider thofe which took their rife 
in a more early period^ and which bore 

fome 



Chap. IL Oriental Pbilofophy. ^ 1 1 1 

ibme relation to them, though they are now 
extind:^ *nd therefore, on that account, arc 
'^pU of themfelves, deferving of much no- 
tice. The doiSrine of the deijicaiion of 
Chrijly which overfpread the whole chrif- 
tianinbrld, and which is ftill the prevail- 
ing opinion in all chriftian countries (but 
which is diametrically oppofite to the ge- 
nuine principles of chriftianity, and the 
whole fyftem of revealed religion)- was pre- 

' ceiled by that fyftem ^f dodrines which 
is^ generally called Gnojlicifm. For thefe 
principles were introduced in the very age 
of the apoftles, and conftituted the only 
hcrefy that we find to have given any alarm 

' to them, or to the chriftian world in gene- 
ral, for two or three centuries. 

That thefe principles of the Gnoftics 
were jiiftly confidered in a very ferious 
light, we evidently perceive by the writ- 
ings of the apoftles. For that the doc- 
tunes which the apoftles reprobated were 
the very fame with thofe which were after- 
wards afcribed to the Gnoftics, cannot but 
be evident to every perfon who fliall com- 
pare them in the moft fuperficial manner. 

The 
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The authority of the apoftles, which, in all 
its force, was direftly pointed ag^nft the 
principles of thefe Gnoftics, feems ta>ha^ 
borne them down for a confiderable time, 
fo that they made no great figure till the 
reign of Adrian, in the beginnfngu)f the 
fecoiid century. But at that time, foAie 
perfons of great eminence, and very diftin- 
guiftied abilities, having adopted the fame, 
or very fimilar* principles, the fe£b»>revived;»> 
and in a remafk.a«^'"fhort fpace of tiiie, ,. 
became very prevalent. ^ ^ 

The principles of Gnofticifra muir be 
looked for in thofe of the philofophy of* 
the times, efpecially that which was mo(t 
prevalent in the Eaft ; and as much of this • 
philofophy as is fufficient to explain the 
general principles of the Gnoftics, is eafily 
deduced from the accounts that "^e have 
of that herefy. Alfo the Greek philofophy, 
having been originally derived from that 
of the orientals, and having always retained 
the fame fundamental doctrines, with no 
very confiderable variations, and thofe eafily 
diftingui(hed,'is another guide to us in our 
inveftigation of this fubjed. 

But 



Cft AP« II. Oriental Pbilofopby. 113 

• But we have happily prefcrved to us one 
work of a Angular conftruftion, in which 
Ithe principles of this philofophy are repre- 
fented fuch as they were before they were 
incorporated into chriftianity, by a writer 
tolerably near to the time of the firft 
promulgation of it, at leaft as near to it as 
any other certain account of the principles 
of the Gnoftics, except what may be col* 
leded from the New Teftament itfelf. 
And what makes this work an unique of its 
kindy and therefore more deferving of our 
notice, is that it appears to have been written 
by a perfon who was unqueftionably an uni- 
tarian 5 whereas every other account that is 
now extant of the principles of the Gnoftics, 
or of thofe from which they were derived, 
is from perfons who were either trinita- 
rians» or had adopted thofe principles which 
afterwards led to the dodtrine of the trinity. 

The work I mean, is the Clementine Ho-' 
milies, written probably about the time of 
Juftin Martyr ; and it is pretty remarkable, 
that the author of the Clementines, as the 
work is generally called, does not appear 
to have known any thing of Juftin's doc- 

Vol, I. I trine 
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trine of tht ferfonijication ofthelogos^ which 
was borrowed from Platonifm ; and yet, in 
the conipafs of his work there is an account 
of every other fyftem that made any confi- 
dcrable figure in thofe times. The au- 
thor himfelf appears to have been well ac- 
quainted with philofophy, and has evidently 
borrowed from it a variety of opinions, 
which are fufficiently abfurd. It may^ 
therefore, be prefumed, that this writer, 
who was a man of learning and ability, well 
acquainted with the different fyflems that 
prevailed in his time, and with the argu- 
ments by which they were fupported, had 
never heard of any fuch dod:rine ; and that 
no queflions relating to religion were much 
agitated in his time by chriflians, except 
againfl the heathens on the one hand, and 
the Gnojlics oh the other. Of all thefe 
a very full detail is given in this work, 
in which fpeikers are introduced on both 
fides, who exhibit in the befl ligh^t th« 
principles of their rcfpedive fyftems. 

It is pofTible that this writer might be 
miflaken in his account of the opinions of 
pcrfons who lived about a century before 

his 
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his tioie^ and it is evident he has afcribed 
to Peter feveral opinions which he could 
not have entertained; but he would na- 
turally (fince he muft have wifhed to gain 
credit to his theological romance^ for fuch 
his work properly is) endeavour to give to 
every perfonage introduced into it fuch 
opinions and arguments as he thought 
would pafs for theirs. Since, however, 
this is the only account that we have of 
the tenets of thofe oriental philofophcrs fo 
near to the time in which their doftrines 
Ifvere moft in vogue, I (hall give a fepat-atc 
view of them as they are exhibited in this 
work ; and it will be {ttn^ that the prin- 
ciples here afcribed to Sitoon Magus, were 
in general the very fame with thofe v/hich 
Were afterwards entertained by the chriftian 
Ghoftics, though Simon is not here repre- 
fented as a chriftian, but an open oppdfer 
of chriftianity. 

Beaufobre fays that this work is a well 
written romance, compofed by a chriftian 
philofopher who wilhed to publiih his theo- 
logy under the names of Peter and Clement*. 

* Hitloire de Manicheifme, vol. i.p. 461* 

I a Cotelerius, 
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Cotelerius, the editor, fays, that "though 
" it abounds with trifles and errors, which 
** had their fource in a half chriftian phi- 
** lofophy and herefy, efpecially that of 
** the Ebionites, it may be read with ad- 
** vantage, both on account of the elegance 
" of the ftile, and the various learning that 
" it contains, and likewife for the better 
** underftanding the dodlrine of the firft 
** heretics*." 

It was an opinion very prevalent among 
chriftians, that ** Simon Magus' was the 
** father of all herefy," and it is probable, 
that the opinions which he maintained, 
being adopted by chriftians, were the true 
fource of thofe herefies which went under 
the general name of Gnofticifm. Thus 
much may be learned from the work be- 
fore us, in which Peter is reprefented as 
faying, ** There will be, as the Lord faid, 

. * Et vero quae damus Clementina^ 'licet nugis, licet erro- 
ribus fcatent, a femichriftiana philofophia, et haerefi, prac- 
cipue Ebionitica> profeSis, non fine fruftu tamen legentur, 
turn propter elegantiam fermonis, turn multiplicis doc* 
trinae caufa, turn denique ad melius cognofcenda primarum 
Hscrefion dogmata. Preface. 

'' falfe 
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" falfe apoftles, falfc prophets, herefies, pre- 
•* tenfions to power, which, as I conjec- 
•/ ture, have their origin from Simon, who 
•* blafphemes God, and who will concur 
•' with him in fpeaking thefe things againft 
^* Qod*" 

This Simon is reprefented as having fup- 
planted one Dofitheus, who preceded him 
as a teacher of the fame dodrines-f*. The 
fucceflbr of Simon was IVJenander, whofe 
difciple was Saturninus of Antioch, ?nd he 
w?s followed by Bafilides of Alexandria J. 
Thefe were the firft chriftian Gnoftics. 

The age of Simon Magus is fixed by the 
hiftory of the book of Afts, in which 
mention is made of his interview with 
Peter. The fevere reproof given him by 
Peter, might be fuppofed to have filenced 
him J but he is reprefented as being inde- 

p^ahi '^if/MVo^ Tuv apxifv ha^acrai^ Big ra aJla ra ISii/Auvi xala th 
l^^creiv cwsfnv^(Tw. Horn. 16. fed. 21. p. 729. 

f Horn. 2. fe£l. 24. p. 627. 

X Eufeb, Hifl. lib. 4: cap. 7. p. 147 • 

I 3 fatigablc 
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fatigable in teaching his opinions after- 
wards. Theodoret fpeaks of him as fowing 
his heretical thorns when Paul was writing 
his fecond epiftle to Tiniothy *. 

The great principles of the oriental phi<p 
lofophy, as far as they afFe6led chriftianity 
were thefe, viz. That matter is the fource 
of all evil, that the fupreme being was not 
the maker of the world, that men had fouls 
feparate from their bodies, and that thefp 
fouls had pre-exifted. And it muft he 
owned that the reafoning by which the 
authors of this philofophy had been led 
to adopt thefe principles were very fpe* 
cious. If was a fundamental maxim with 
the oriental philofophers, as it alfo was witl^ 
Plato, who borrowed from them, that the 
fupreme being is perfedtlv good^ and there- 
fore that he could not be the author of any 
thing evil. In this work Simon is repre- 
fen ted as faying,' " If God 43e the author 
*' only of what is good, we muft conclude 
^* either that evil has fome other origin, or 

mcof^. In z Tim. ii. 8. Opera, voL 3. p. 497. 
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*' that it is unoriginated*." It is on this 
fubje(3t that he is reprefented as fpeaking 
with the greateft confidence, faying to Pe- 
ter, ** Since you acknowledge, from the 
** fcriptures, that there is an evil being, tell 
** me how he was made, if he was made, 
** and by whom, and for what purpofe -f-." 
But as it is evident that there is mucli> 
€vil in the world, and the principles of it 
feem to be interwoven into the very confti- 
tution of nature, thefe phiXofophers con- 
cluded that the vifible univerfe muft have 
had fon^e other author, who rnuft either 
have been derived from the Supreme Being, 
or have been eternal and underived. The 
latter, however, was fo bold an hypothefis, 
that it does not feem to have been adopted 
very early. At leaft, the more general opi- 
nion was, that matter only had been eter^ 
iial, and that its nature was fuch, as that nor 
thing perfedlly good could be made out qf 

* OvH»i li Seo; ywm 'vm uoCt^v aOio^ eny, th twitch ri trtv vqeq^^ 
fi oil TO 'sjowipov slepa ri^symn^iv otojQn^ y\ of ay^vv^cv srtv. Horn* 
19. fe£l:. 12. p. 747. • 

, "f- Ettei w tvyva/Movn^ag o/Mhos/f]a'ag bivm rov nffovnpov^ utto ypafcciv^ 
ac^Xp/E TO 'Er«5 yeyom^ uTTBp veyovcy, J^ uttq t^v^j, )^ 3ia T|. Ibid, 
(ea. 3, p. 7 44. 

I 4 »t> 
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it ; fo that, however it might be modified 
by the Supreme Being, evet:y fyftem into 
which it entered muft neceflarily contain 
within itfelf the feeds of evil. 

In the fame fyftem it was generally fup- 
pofed that all intelligence had only one 
fource, viz. the divine mind ; and to help 
out the dod:rine concerning the origin of 
evil, it was imagined, that though. the Di- 
vine Being himfelf was efTentially and per- 
fedtly good, thofe intelligences, or fpirits, 
which were derived from him, and efpe- 
cially thofe which were derived from them, 
were capable of depravation. It was far- 
ther imagined, that the derivation of thefc 
inferior intelligent beings from the fupreme 
was by a kind of effiux^ or emanation y?i part 
of the fubftance being detached from the 
reft, but capable of being abforbed into it 
again. To thefe intelligences, derived me- 
diately or immediately from the divine 
mind, the authors of this fyftem did not fcru-^ 
pie to give the name of ^6?./ j, thinking fome 
of them capable even of creative power, that 
is, a power of modifying matter : for crea-^ 

tion out of nothing was an idea that they never 

enter- 
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'entertained. In this work Simon Magus 
fuppofes two of thefe inferior gods to have 
been fent out by the Supreme God, and that 
one of them made the vifible world, and 
the other gave the law to the Jews *. 

As thefe divine intelligences were capable 
of animating the bodies of men, it was fup- 
pofed that this was occafionally done by 
them, as well as that all fouls had come 
into this world from a pre-exiftent ftate, 
and. generally for the punifhment of of- 
fences committed in that ftate. Simon 
himfelf claimed to be one of thofe fupe* 
rior powers, as it is likewife laid, that he 
n^untained his wife Helena to be another 
of them. We read. Ads viii. 9. that he 
faid, that ** he himfelf was fome great one," 
and tlie people faid of him, ver. 10, He is 
the great power of God. In this work like- 
wife, he claims to be a great pozver^ ^wofjug, 
even fuperior to the Being that made the 

* Xtfjiuv OTifJispov jca^a awils^alo^ iloifiog €rtv aico twv ypaipm^ 
m vravlav eT^m^ aTro^eiJcvueiv (mi Tiilov bivm Beov avulalov, og ispan/ov 
fhltffB, ^TW, ^9 'Jffccvla Ev avloi; ' aX^fls a^^ov riva ayvarov x^ avsoloSov^ 
§9g cv a'jroppuSoig ovla ^eov ^mv * og ho iTreiX'^z ^toug * cxif av o fjjev tig 
K-ifo KOfffAov HlvTog^ 5e il^pogy o rev vofiov 3^^ Horn. 3. fedl. 2. 
p. 634. 

world J 
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world 'y and he intimates, that he was a 
Chriji^ or a perfon anointed y ox Jet apart for 
fome great office, calling himfelf erwj, as if 
he ihould always continue, having no caufe 
of corruption in himfelf *. In another 
place he calls himfelf the Son of GoJ'f, 
meaning, probably, that he was fome prin- 
cipal, or immediate emanation from the 
Supreme Being. 

When, upon this ground, Simon would, 
for argument's fake, infinuate that Jefus 
Chrift, being called the Son of God, and faid 
to proceed from hiniy muft therefore claim to 
be a god, Peter replied that, *^ upon this 
** principle^ all fouls, which are the breath 
*' of God, muft be gods % and," fays he, 
*' if they muft be called gods, what great 
'* matter is it for Chrift to be a god in 
** that fenfe, as he has no advantage over 

* Yijox ^pEvoj^a; ^eXeiv vofu^sff^ou avcJlaln rig blvou iwofjug^ 3^ .aulu 
T3TCV KOCiMv Klia-avlog^Eii. sviols h Xj xp^^ov savlcv cuvia-aofAsyog^ sroSlct 
'srpccrcvyopEuzi, rauk 3e t>i "s^poayryopta jcexpnlcu^ a; 3Vi mo'OfAEVog as^ 
3^ oulcaav ^^opag^ to cccfAa 'srecrEiv, :iK zypuvm ^ ^i Seov Tov nJoffaSie^ 
Tcv KOfffjuov^ avalctlcv mou Xry«. Horn. 2. k&. 22. p. 626. 

f liuh i^Ta aa^a^ >£yofjLEva fAn ffU}iiav^ mov savlov &7r&» dE^o;. 
Horn. 18. fcdl. 7. p. 739. 

« others/' 
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** others*.'* This, I would obfervc, is a 
very different kind of anfwer from what 
would have been given by a trinitarian, or 
-one who had adopted the doftrine of the 
perfonification of the logos. 

No other peculiar principles of Simon's 
appear in this piece, except that he denied 
the refurre<3:ion -f-, which was alfo done by 
all the chriftian Gnoftics afterwards. They 
had too bad an opinion of matter^ and con- 
fequently of the bodvy which was compofed 
of it, to think the refurrediion a d::firable 
thing. 

It may not be poflible to imagine every 
thing that might have been urged by the 
patrons of this oriental philofophy in its 
favour ; but we may eafily perceive in this 
work, that the principal fources of their 
miftakes were fuch as have been repre- 
fented above, efpecially their fixed perfua- 
fion concerning the pure benevolence of the 
Supreme Being ; confidering what their 

* Ei 3k nspo(jfi>avEatuv fM ep£i^^ )^ aulag ^eag eivai • )y n nilo St 

Horn. 16. fed. 16. p. 728. 
•f Ov vsHpug tyvsyep^M mjtm* Horn. 2. fe6l. 22. p. 626. 

idea 
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idea of this pure benevolence was. For it 
was fuch as was incompatible with jujlicei 
fo that the very admiffion that God y^^.sjuji^ 
was with them a proof that he was not that 
good being whom they placed at the head of 
the univerfe. 

In this work Simon fays, ** It i:s the pro- 
*' perty of men to be fomc good, and others 
" bad, but it belongs to God to be unmixed 
** good *." Again, he fays, ** You muft 
*^ fay that the Creator either was a law- 
•' giver, or not. If he v\^as ^ law-giver, he 
*^ was juft ; but if juft, he was not good j 
^* and if fo, Chrift preached another god, 
^* when he faid. There is fione good but one^ 
** that is God'f." 

' Though Simon avowed himfelf an enemy 
to chriftianity, he neverthelefs undertook to 
prove the truth of his fyftem' with refpeft 
to the maker of the world from the fcrip- 

* E7t fisv nspocTZTiv av^pcoTroig^ to xoKoig mou J^ ayo&otg • ta) h 
^sa^TOi curvrHpiloi cxrya^a eivM, Horn. 1 9. fe£l, II, p. 746. 

+ AvliKa yow rov iYifjuHfr/ov avlov ^ vo/M^elnv pig sivau^ >} «x ' n /Asy 
^v vofM^elr\g env. ^ataiog ivy^avw • 3ix«<®- Se «v, ayaS®" hk sriVm 
« h ate env, eJe/kjv zKnpv(T<T£v Infrag ro >£ym ' Mvifis XsyfoyoSw, 
yap aya^og eig £nv, 'SJoSyip bv Toig nfcoHngt Honi. *l8« fed. l^ 

P' 737- 

tures^ 
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tures, as an argument ad hominem to Peter 
and the Jews ; alledging, as a proof that 
there \vas another god befides the Su- 
preme, the imperfedions of Adam, who 
was made after the image of this god; 
his being punifhed by being caft out of 
paradife.; God's faying, L^/ us defcend to fee 
what is doing in Sodom i Let us cajl out 
Adamy lejl he Jfjould eat of the tree of ife^ and 
live for ever ; his faying that he repented of 
his making man, that he fmelled a fweet fa- 
vour, and that he temoted Abraham *♦ 

* AjfUata yav o hcx!^* ofjLOiucnv aula ysyovag ASapL i^ ru^h©- xL^dcUj 
:^ yvaa-iv aya^ts )y kiohh oh exc^v 'srapaSeiolMi ^ ixrapaSoSng ivpians- 
tflw, ^ T» 'srapa^SsKTH ehSo^^ImOj ^ouaTu rifjiupeilou . o/4Wft)^ "^^ ^ ^ 
^BTaca^cajTov^ sttsi /x>i %avlaxo^^ €*As'2rei, tm th "^oiSbfjiuv KsSarpcpi^ 
p^ii htHijt 3^ xala^avleg i^a/xiv et KoSa Tw Kpou/yyy auhv mv BpxofS^^viy 
9pogfA£ avifle>\2svlM ' ei h fji,n^ iva yva ' x^ ayvsisvlcc aulw ^eiwvtsaw . to 
OE tmeiv WBpi Tn AiiXfA : tHfoO^^fjisv aulov, fAnTrag exleivag nw X^^f^ 
aula a4^M m iu}\Si mg ^mg.^ j^ ^ccyn, )^ ^mslau eig rev ouowa^ to 
CfTrey /Jtarfrug cvyvcei ' to 5e STrayayeiv, fjamcog <paym (imlM eij tot 
auiva^ ^ ^ov£i . x) to ysypa^^ou oii svs^ufAn^ o ^£og Sli tTTon^tv rov 

aa&pu7ro9. K) fiBiavosi, ^ ayvosi :y to ytypaip^oa^ xai 

ocrfpav^ Kvpiog oa-finvsuaiiag, eyhng er«, xou to em kvktu trapxanf iktSww 
8X aycx^ * TO 3e 's^sipa^eivj ag ysypaTrlMy km e^upctatv xvpi®^ tov 
ASpccofA^ Hoxa, Hou T9 T£Aof Twj vTrofAQVKS oyvonvl^, Horn. 3. 
fe6t. 39. p. 642. 

All 
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All thefe circumftances he thought to bo 
proofs either of imperfeSiion^ ignorance^ envy^ 
vice, or Jeverityy in the being who is ftiled 
God, and who is fuppofed to be the maker 
and governor of the world ; who, therefore 
could not be the fupreme being, becaufe 
he is omnifcient, and alfo abfolutely perfe<3; 
and good. 

As a proof that mention is made in the 
fcriptures of there being more gods than 
one, and that the great God was not of- 
fended at it, Simon alledges God's faying^ 
*^ Adam is become one of us." The fer- 
pent's faying, *• Ye fhall be as gods;'* its 
being faid, ** Thou (halt not curfe the 
•* gods, nor fpeak evil of the ruler of thy 
^^ people*. ** The gods who have nofrv 
** made the heavens and the earth fhall 
** perifh," &c. Which he fays implied 
that there were other Gods who had 
made the heavens and the earth. ^^ The 
*' Lord thy God, he is God of gods-f-* 
" Who is like unto thee, O Lord, among 

* Exod. xxii. 28; + Deut. x, 17. 

'' the 
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** the Gods. The Lord ftandcth in the 
** congregation of the Gods V 

He likewife pretended to bring proofs 
of his dodtrine from the New Teftament, 
Thus, in order to prove that there is an- 
other God befides him that is fupremely 
good, Simon alledges Chrilt's faying A^^ 
man knoweth the Father but the Son^ and 
him to whom the Son JJjall reveal him ; as 
if, before this time, the Father had been 
unknown to all. He alfo aiTerted, that 
Chrift reprefents one God as a juft and 
fevere being, and not a good one-f*. 

ypa^Qiv aula 'Sfo>^«5 &£8j eiimsvsu . — O /jlsv w op; eiTTov sos^e oj^ 
^ot, u; ovlav ^em siprinag faivelcu . rccuk /tAo^^Aov u y Bio; ifjuxfiv^zv^ 
tiway^ iJ« ysycviv AictjA 6); £i; rifjuov . iilu; o m; nso^Xi; tm<uit t/pi; 
twM ^£8^ 8>i tr^^tvaaio . 'ZToAiv TO) y^po^hcu Bes^ 8 xoocoT^oyyicr&g .-— < 
'zroX^Sf crnfJuxiyEi Beh; }y a}O^E^ Beoi oi rov apatyov )C, mv TKV ax ETToiyi- 
Cixv aTToT^E^ oj(Tffv , — }^ 'ZBToAiv yEy paTrlai^ xupi®' o Beo; era alo; 
^o; Tfijv SfflttV . KoB '8rA>vj, ri; 0(aoig; <nt xvpiE tv ^ewj * ;:' 'RraTa'vSfos 
$£«v Kupia; • At) tsaTiiv^ o Beo; srt] e» awayuyn Sewv. Honi. i6, 
feft. 6. p. 725. 

t ILou ala; rot; ^s^po aula ^affiv ayvurog r,v 'srafvp .— - ^o^spov 
HOI iiKcuov awiTTKn ^eov, >£y(ov • Mn (po^n^iHe aTro ra oTCotilEivzyl^ 



^/ 
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It cannot be worth while at this day to 
give a ferious anfwer to fuch arguments as 
thefe ; but it may not be amifs to fliew in 
what manner, and on what principles, they 
were anfwered in the age in which they 
were urged. With refpedt to the general 
fyftem of thefe philofophers, ,viz. that the 
fupreme being, or the God of gods^ can 
produce other beings who may be properly 
called gods by generation?, the latter being as 
it were, the fons of the former, Peter fays, 
^* It is the property of the Father to be 
** unbegotten, and of the Son to be bc- 
*' gotten 'y but that which is begotten can- 
'* not be compared with that which is un- 
** begotten, or felf begotten." Simon fays, 
*^ Are they not the fame on account of g^- 
** nerationV meaning probably, their being 
produced from the very fubftance of the 
Father. Peter anfwered, *' He who is not 
** in all refpeds the fame with any other 

Tiilov (po^r&rrrE . — O 3e ex^umvlx xj ctfULSofxevov Aeyov Swy, 

^DcMov ocJlov m jfvcrtia'mrr]<riVf ^ ax ayal^cv . Horn. 17. fe£l.45« 

'* cannot 
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** cannot be entitled to the fame appella- 
^* tion*." He alfo fays, according to the 
philofophy of the age, that ** the fouls 
** of men are immortal, being from the 
** breath of God, and therefore of the fame 
*' fubftance with him, but that they arc 
*^ not therefore gods-f-.'* 

This is by no means fuch an anfvver as 
one of the orthodox Fathers would have 
made. On the contrary, they always 
pleaded the propriety of the logos being 
called God^ and for the fame reafon ^hat 
Simon here alledges, viz. his being ge^ 
titrated from God^ and therefore, of his be- 
ing God of Gody as it is exprefled in the 
Nicene creed. In this work Peter is repre- 
sented as being more fcrupulous how he 
applied the term God *' Wherefore/* 
fays he, *' above all things confider that 

* 1^05 TJi7o<^ 3s, Ts ^cil^G^ TO fjofi ysy tmr^M fnv, ws & to 
yeytvr^^ai ' ytmOffv h cxryzvirHd) n >l) avloyemto) h a-urx^miou . ^ o 
ILiyudv c^ * « x^ TTi yiviffti h toJiov sav ; xou o Xlilpoi spn ' o fjcn 
xeOa trafia to auk cuv Tm, Tag aulag aula nsaca/g ix^iv ^ffpoaawfjua^ 
^tiuvalcu. Horn. 16. k&. 16. p.728. 

i" A^^^xai thTo fjw^s . Ta av^^a'^av auficSa ^vx^ W^ o&a* 
ydlits^ Tivf TH^ea 'wvonv n/MpiECiAsvoi * hoi skth ^tn v^t^&aa'aty TYtg 
fUvaJh/K ^iob; £ny, S£C/i 3e »x »0'iv. Ibid. 

• Vol. L K *^ none 
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•* none reigns with him, nor is any one cn- 
** titled to the appellation of God befidea 
•'himfelf^" 

'Equally unlike the reaforiing of the ca- 
tholics is Peter's reply to the arguments of 
Simon from the Old Teftament. In an- 
fwer to what he alledged from the phrafc^ 
iLet us make mariy viz. that '' two or more 
*' were implied, and not one only,'* PetcJr 
fays, ** It is one who faid to his* own 
*' wifdom. Let us make man. For this 
** wifdom is his own Spirit, always re- 
''joicing with him, and it is united as ^ 
** foul to God, and is extended from him 
** as a hand that maketh all things +/' Ac- 
cording to the reafoning of this unitarian, 
God was only reprcfented by Mofes as 
holding a foliloquy with himfelf, and not as 

* Aw 'D-fo tsccylm CW08, o7i sSe<5 ai;7« <rwaf%u^ ziu^ tijj o/fe 

> * ' 

Komm ovoftacnag^ mlo Jh iiytlat diog. Horn. 3. feft. 37.* 
p. 642. 

t Km eiTTtv ^eo; • iuoir,o'6)fisv av^puTTcv uaf Bueova km jediff 9fmup» 

Eig srtVy TYi avl'd ac^a si7rs>)v ' Vlcmafjisv av^pw^ircv . H* ie ffofiA 
93(rwsp iSlft) 'mwfjt^i, avlo; a$i trtmxMptv . mlku (Jt£f vtg ^'WJ *f» 
^Ky; ocksvilMi'saTr M/kj wj ';c^if JV«py»w»tp«rB». Horn. 1 6. 
{c&. 12. p. 727; 

fptuking 
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fpeaking to another intelligent perfon, which 
the orthodox Fathers fuppofed. His com- 
paring the wifdom of God to a hand ex- 
tended from him, was agreeable to the 
ideas of all the philofophical unitarians of 
the early ages, as will be feen in its proper 
place. 

With refped to the term Gcd^ Peter is 
reprefented as replying, that it is fometimes 
ufed in the fcripturcs in an inferior fenfe, 
fo that angels, and even men, may be called 
Gods ; but that this was far from amount- 
ing to the acknowledgment of fuch gods as 
Simon contended for. Peter alledges, that 
angels are fometimes called gods, and in- 
ftances in him who fpake in the bufli, and 
hiitii who wreftled with Jacob. He alfo 
obferveis that Mofes is called a God to 
Pharoah, though he was no more than a 
Ukzn. " To us,*' he fays, " there is one 
•••God, who made all things, and governs 
•• all things, whofe Son Chrift is*.*' And 
whereas Simon had infinuatcd that, accord- 

««!r3«* mcaf q xpi^oi v^o; . Horn. 16. feft. 14.?. 727. 

K 2 ing 
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ing to the rule laid down by Mofes, to dif- 
tinguifh the prophets of the true God from 
thofe who fhould fpeak in the name of 
falfe gods, even though they ftiould work 
miracles, Chrift ought to have been rejedled 
as a falfe prophet, or another god, Peter 
f^iys, " Our Lord never faid that there wa$ 
any other God befides him that made 
all things, nor did he ever . call himfelf 
^' God ; but he pronounced him blefled 
** who called him the Son ofGod^J* 

Had not this curious piece of antiquity 
been imperfed:, and even been broken off in 
the very midft of the principal difputation 
between Peter and Simon> we might have 
known more concerning the ftate of the 
reafoning between the unitarian chriftians, 
and the oriental philofophers -f-. In what 

'Brav7a, i7e oaHov ^sov ztvcu ccvYr/opiva-sv ' vicv 3c Sf», T8 ra maiAa wi-> 
xoaixman^^ tov ei'rrovla avlov,- &/?^6}i tfMKOfiffsv • HoiDJ. l6. 
fe£^. 15. p. 728. 

t It is probable, however, that we do not lofe much by 
this mutilation, as the Recognii ions are entire, and this work 
Dr. Lardner fuppofes to have been only another, and a 
later edition of the Homilies. He thinks fo becaufe it h 
more fitiifiicd and artificial. Both the. works, he thinks, 

were 
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manner, and on what principles, the ortho- 
dox chriftians reafoned upon thefe fubjedls, 
Jive have abundant information. 

As this work is the only one that is uni- 
vcrfally allowed to be written by an uni- 
tarian, in fo early a period*, I Ihall con- 
clude this article with citing from it a few 
more paffages expreffive of the unitarian 
principles. *^ The whole church," he 
fays, ** may be compared to a large fhip, 
*' which carries a great number of men, 
^^ who are defirous of going to inhabit a 
** city of fome good ftate, through a violent 
^^ tempeft. Let the proprietor of this (hip 
^* be God, and the governor" (or mafter) 
** Chrift, the ileerfman the bifliop, the 
^' failors the prelbyters, &:c,:j;" And Chrift 

were originally Ebionite,' and therefore, that if there be any 
Arianifm in them, it has been interpolated. Credibility, 
vol. 2r p.? 1 2. 

* Beaufobre fuppofes that the author of ihi TeftamenU of 
the twelve Patriarchs was an Ebionite, and this appears to 
have been written in a very early period: Others think 
it to have been the work of a Jew, and that it has been 
altered by a chriftian. 

X Eoa«# yap oT^ov to 'Sfpayfjut rvig fweXn^ioj w|t4eyap^,,Sia c^o^- 

K 3 dya^r.^ 



134 . ^^^ Principles of the Book I. 

is reprefented as joining with the reft in 
praying to God for a profperous voyage ♦•. 

The demiurgus of the Gnoftics was not 
the fupreme being, but an inferior one, and 
according to the catholics, it was the logos, 
or Chrift ; but in this work the fupreme 
being himfelf is reprefented as the demi- 
vrgus, or the immediate creator of all 
things f . 

The term generation was applied both by 
the Gnoftics and by the orthodox to the 
Supreme Being ; but this writer fays, ** To 
** beget is the property of men, not of 
'' God+.'* 

All the unitarians of antiquity refolqtely 
held what they called the monarchy of the 

ayoA/K ^ourOsHo/; ^O^v opcstv deXovle;. tra> (lev hv Vfm o ravht; 

STTKnco'TTay 01 voujloa 'ZJ^eff^yls^oigy oi roixofX^^ itaxavot^, oi yavrcDicyot 
roig xa7>i%so-JV, roi^ emScOai^ to rwv oui&^av *S>3/0&'^ iw 0^ o xoff- 
pjoq^ cu osvliTTvoicu Toig ^8i^acrfju)igy ot ^layfMi xcu oi mi^^i xoc voy- 
looismai ^Xii^ei^ rmg r^aevfjuatg, Epift. le£b. 14* P* 609. 

* Of is *isavl2i Tft) Seo) nsBfi m nfia *9ihtu» *afG9tvx,^^»ffov» 
Sefl. 15. ibid. 

ii/if^iapynG-ag^ i7tKvi<rt th; apavH^. Horn. 3. kSt. 33. p. 641.' 

i 07i TO ymav oa&fmrw crty, u S^« Hom^ iCf.itSt. iq. 
4?. 746; 

Supreme 
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Supreme God^ the father of alL This was 

urged againft the trinitarians who made a 

fecond God of Chrift; and it is urged by 

Pcteragainft Simon, faying, ** He ought to 

V he rejedled, who even liflens to any thing 

V againft the monarchy of God*.'* 
Cotelerius fays, that there are interpola- 
tions of Arians in this work. But if there 
be any fuch, they have efcapcd my notice. 
There is, however, a pretty evident inter- 
polation of fome trinitarian in it, viz. in 
the doxology. " Thine is the eternal 
*^ praife, and glory [to the Father, to the 

V Son, and to the Holy Spirit] for ever, 
*i Amen \.'' That the words inclofcd in 
brackets are an interpolation, is evident, 
iiot only from their holding a language en- 
tirely different from that of the whole 
work, but from the aukwardnefs and inco- 
herence with which they are introduced, 
^fter a prgnoun in the fingular number. 
viz. thine ^ The interpolater would have 

* Alio; ^ T)i; ant^o>^ Tffag xotla m^ ra ^bh fjuvapx^ avhijuivo^ 
MOV. cuuffoi Ti twikv ^a^a^: Horn. 3. kH. 9. p- 636. 

f Tm yap £ny 2b£d; oMovio;, t/^f [vcSpij 2^ vm, i^ aym WEi/fp^i] 
%4 7^ <rvimavla; cuavctr; aim. Horn. 3^ fe6t. 72- p* 650. 

K 4 concealed 
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concealed his defign better, if he had writ-i 
ten together with the Son and Spirit. It 
will be fecn in its proper place, that this 
form of doxology, in which glory is given 
to the Holy Spirit, was complained of as an 
innovation in the time of Bafil, and that it 
was altogether unknown before the council 
of Nice. 

The philofophical opinions that appear 
to have been held by the author of the 
Clementines and Recognitions are abfurd 
enough, but they were thofe of the age in 
which they were written, and, therefore, 
require no particular apology. He confi- 
dered God as being in the form of man ♦, 

^ • « 

But this is an opinion that is generally af- 
cribed to the Jews, as we may fee in the 
works of Agobard -f- J. It is alfo ' wdl 

* K.CU Xi/Mjv t0n . Yi^E?^ Biizvou Yldpt u q£>^(os 'aiTtutti tSh ^ 
av^pciTTk fioppfi *srpoi tov vceiva fjLopfYSV d^ialHuTralcu , km TUIpof^ 
a><y&af,o ^ifjLO)v^ii%i sx^tv 'ms7r?9ipofocvifXM Horn. 16. fed. Io« 
p. 728. 

+ Deum efle corporeum, audire, & vidcrc corpus ho- 
xnini$ ad imaginem Dei factum. Synopfis, 

% Dicunt clenique Deum fuum efle corporeum, & cor- 
poreis liniamentis per membra diftin£tum, & alia quidem 
parte ilium audire ut nos, alia videre, alia vero loqui, vel 
aliud quid agere -, ac per hoc humanum corpus ad ima- 

ginen^ 
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known to have been the opinion of Melito, 
the chriftian bifliop of Sardis, and from him 
Tertullian is .thought to have derived the 
fame notion. Indeed, this Anthropomor^ 
fbitifmy Beaufobre fhev^s to have been com- 
mon in the chriftian church ^. The thing 
that is moft objedionable in the conduct of 
this work is, that the writer thought arti-^ 
fee might be fafely employed to promote a 
good caufe, and he exemplifies this princi- 
ple in a curious manner. But this dan- 
gerous maxim was generally admitted by 
the philofophers of that age. All the ufQ 
that I would now make of this work is to 
exhibit the principles of the oriental phi- 
lofophy, as held by one who did not profefs 
cbriftianity, that they may be compared 
with thqfe of the chriftian Gnoftics, which 
I (hall now pi^oceed to explain. 

vglnem Dei faftum, excepto quod ille digltos manuum ha- 
beat inilexibiles ac rigcntes, utpote qui nihil manibus ope- 
retur. Sedere autem more terreni allicujus regis in folio, 
quod a quatuor circumferatur befliis, & magno quamvis 
palatlo cpntincri. De Judaicis Superjiitionihtis^ P* 75« 
* Hiftoirc de Manlchcifme, vol. i. p. 501. 

No 
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No inconfiderable argument for the an- 
tiquity of the Clementines may be drawn 
from the writer of them fuppofing that 
Chrift preached only one year, which I have 
Ihewn to have been the opinion of the an- 
cients in general, and which, from the cir- 
-cumftances of the gofpel hiftory, muft be 
the truth ; as I think I have proved in the 
Diflertations prefixed to my Harmony, of the 
Go/pels^ and in my Letters to the bijhop of 
Waterford. ** If Chrift/' fays Peter, in 
his difputation with Simon, " appeared 
*^ and conVerfed only in vifion, why did 
*^ he. as a teacher, converfe a whole year 
^* wiih his difciples, who were awake * ?'* 

(u/mV]0^o ^ihffHo^lQ' * Horn. 17. fe£t. 19; p. 736. ' 
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CHAP. III. 

Of the Principles of the Cbrifiian Gno files. 

T^oTWiTHSTANDiNG the cxtfcme fcpug- 
nance between the principles of the 
oriental philofophy, and thofe of chrifli* 
anity, many perfons who were addided to 
that philofophy, were likewife fo much im- 
preiTcd with the evidence of the divine mif- 
(ion of Chrid, that they could not refufe to 
believe it ; and yet, being ftrongly attached 
to their former principles, they endeavoured 
to retain both. Nor can it be doubted but 
that they were very fincere in their profef- 
lion. Indeed, in that age there was no ex- 
ternal temptation for any man to become a 
chriftian. Simon Magus was tempted with 
the fight of the miracles which Peter 
wrought, and efpecially his power of com- 
municating the Holy Spirit ; but it would 
foon be evident, that this was a gift that 
could not be exercifcd at plcafure, and 
therefore could not anfwer the purpofe of 
any pretended converts i and wealth and 

I power 
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power were not then on the fide of chrif- 
tianity. 

Befides, we are not to fuppofe that every 
perfon who profefled chriftianity, embraced 
it in all its purity, or immediately refigned 
himfelf to the full and proper influence of 
it ; and leaft of all are we to fuppofe that 
every perfon who believed it to be true, was 
refolved to expofe hinafelf to all hazards in 
adhering to it. Many perfons who had 
been addidted to philofophy (in every fyftem 
of which the doftrines concerning God, 
and his intercourfe with the world, were pri- 
mary articles) would confider chriftianity as 
a new and improved fpecies of philofophy, 
and (as they had been ufed to do with re- 
fpedt to o^her fyftems) they would adopt, or 
rejeft, what they thought proper of it, an4 
in doing this would naturally retain what 
was moft confonant to the principles to 
which they had been long attached. Greater 
numbers ftill would content themfelvcs 
with ranking themfelves with chriftians 
while they were unmolefted, but would 
abandon chriftianity in time of perfecution, 
not thinking it neceffary to maintain any 

truth 
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truth at the hazard of life, liberty, or pro- 
• perty. 

Chriftianity would, of courfe, find pcr- 
fons in every poffible difpofition and ftate 
of mind, and would therefore be received 
with every poffible variety of effeft ^ and in 
all cafts time would be requilite to the full 
underftanding both of its principles, and its 
requirements, and to feparate the proper 
profeifors from the improper and unworthy. 
Of this we may be fatisfied by reading 
the apoftolical epiftles, where we find ac- 
counts of perfons who clafled themfclves 
with chriftians, and yet both difbelieved 
fome of its moft fundamental doctrines, 
and likewife allowed themfelves in pradtices 
which it ftriftly prohibited. This con- 
tinued a long time after the age of the 
apoftles, as ecclefiaftical hiflory teftifies. 

With refpedt to opinions held by any 
perfons who called themfelves chriftians, 
and which were foreign to the genuine 
principles of chriftianity, it is evident to 
any perfon who attentively perufes the apof- 
tolical epiftles, that they are all reducible 

.to octc clafs. The writers fometimes fpeak 

of, 
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of, or allude to, one of their errors or prac- 
tices, and fometimes to another of them ; 
but we no where find that they were of two 
or more clafles. And we if colledt all that the 
npofties have occafionally dropped concern- 
ing herefy, Ave fhall find that all the articles 
of it make no more than one fyflem ; and that 
this was, in all its features, the very fame 
thing with that which, in the age after the 
apoftles, was univerfally called Gnojiicifmi 
the leading principles of it being thofc 
which have been reprefented as belonging 
to the oriental philofophy, and to have 
been afcribed to Simon Magus in the C/?- 
mentinesy viz. that matter is the fource of all 
evil, and therefore, that the commerc?e of 
the fexes is not to be encouraged, and the 
refurre<ftion no defirable thing, 

Hiftory, however, fhows that there were 
two diftindt kinds of the Gnoftics, who 
equally held the general principles above- 
mentioned ; and thefe were the yews and 
the Gentiles. It is to the former only that 
the apoftle Paul ever alludes ; and accord- 
ingly we find, by the unanimous teftimony 
of all eccleliaflical hiftory, the Jewifli 

Gnoftics 
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Gnoilics (at the head of whom Cerinthu9 
is placed) appear before any of the others. 
That this man himfelf was fo early a$ 
Epiphanius reprefents him^ viz. as op- 
pofing Peter*, may not perhaps be de-i 
pended upon ; but the tradition of John 
meeting with him at Ephefus*f* is not im- 
probable, efpecially as his fedt is fpoken of 
as being moft prevalent in Afia Minor :{:. 
The Nicolaitans, concerning whom we are 
much in the dark, we may be almoft cer» 
tain were Gnoilics, from what is mentione4 
of them in the book of Revelation^ and 
from other GnoAics being ikid to be de- 
rived from them ||. 

Thefe authorities are much ftrengthened 
by an attention to the adual (late of things 

• Hapr.28. vol. I. p. II I. 

t Eurcb. Hid. lib. 3. cap. 28. p. 123. and lib. 4. c^ 
14. p. 161. 

worrj m^MOffi to rAn JiWxa^ioy. Epiphanius Hstr. aS**^ 
vol. I. p. 114. 

w»im rwff¥99^ p\(u ii Twrmotj &c. Ibid. Hift. t$. vol. 1* 

P-77. 

among 
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among chriftians in the age of the apoftlcs. 
For we there find no certain trace of that 
do6trine which moft of all diftinguiflied the 
Gnoltics in the following age, viz. that 
the fupreme God, the Father of Jefus 
Chrift, was not the being who made the 
world, or gave the law to the Jews. The 
Gnoftic teachers who oppofed the apoftles 
were Jews, v/ho together with a moft rigid 
adherence to the law (and confequently 
firmly believing it was the true God who 
made the world, who gave the law by 
Mofes, and laftly fpake to men by Jefu« 
Chrift) held every other principle that is 
afcribed to the Gnoftics, as will be clearly 
feen when I come to the detail of them. 
They were therefore, in all refpefts, the 
fame that the Cerinthians are defcribed to 
have been. From the mean opinion which 
they entertained of matter^ and their con- 
tempt of the hody^ they would not allow 
that the man Jefus was the Chrift; but 
they either fuppofed that he was man only 
in appearance, having nothing more than 
the femblance of a body, fo as to deceive 

. thofe 
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thofe who converfed with him ; or if he 
had a real body^ it was fome celeftial in- 
telligence, fome principal emanation from 
the fupreme being, that was properly the 
Cbrijt. This Chrift they faid entered into 
him at his baptifm, and quitted him at his 
death. 

That the authors of herefy in the time 
of the apoftles were chiefly Jews, is evi- 
dent from a variety of circumftances, and 
may be inferred particularly from Tit. i. 9. 
&c. Holding faji the faithful word^ as he has 
been taught^ that he may be able by found doc-^ 
trine both to exhort and convince the gainfayers. 
For there are many unruly and vain talkers 
arid deceivers^ efpecially they of the circumci^ 
Jion^ whofe mouths mufl be flopped, whofubvert 
whole houfes teaching things which they ought 
not, for filthy lucres fake. Wherefore rebuke 
. tbemfharply, that they may be found in the 
Jhithj not giving heed to Jewijh fables, and 
Commandments of men that turn from the 
truth. The perfons who oppofed Paul at 
Corinth were alfo evidently Jews, and fo 
was Alexander at Ephefus. 

Vol. I. L My 
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My object, as I have obfcrved alreadjr, 
does not require that I (hould enter very 
minutely into the hiflory of the Gnoftici, 
I fhall therefore only give an outline of 
their fyftem; but this will contain a view 
of all their diftingui(hing tenets, (hewing 
the dependence they had on each other, tnd 
efpecially their influence with refpeA to 
chriflianity, as it was held by thofe who 
were not GnoAics, and as it continues to 
be held by many to this day. To each tr^ 
tide, I iliall likewife fubjoin a view of 
each tenet as it may be inferred from the 
New Teilamenty that no doubt may be en- 
tertained of thcfc being the very faerecics 
alluded to there, and of courfe of their being 
the fmly heretics in that age; which is Hi 
article of great importance in my gencnl 
argument. 

It feems probable, that Gnofticifm WM 
in a great meal'ure reprefled by the writings 
of the apoftles, as we do not find that the 
Gnoflics made any great figure from that 
time till the reign of Adrian, when icvcnl 
diAinguiihcd tcachcn of that dodrine made 

theiff 
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their appearance; as Cerdon, who is faid 
by Eufebius, to have been of the fchool of 
Simon*, and to have appeared in the time 
of Hyginus, the feventh bifliop of Rome 
from the time of the apoftles, Marcion of 
Pontus, who fucceeded him, and who was 
living in the time of Juftin Martyr'f ; but 
cfpecially Bafilides of Alexandria, and Va- 
lentinus, the moft celebrated of them all, 
and whofe. followers were the moft nu- 
merous in the time of Tertullian :{:, and 
continued to be fo till the time of Manes, 
who was after the council of Nice* From 

* K^ttV ti^ auto TAnr mpt rw TtfAova tet; cupoffia; haSmj Mm 
tan%y«(^af Ev T>i Pa)/a)i nrt Xys^ Bvalo¥ kXiifOP ni; t7noTto7ruD% $« Jb^^s 
aaro rw Ajrortikuv tx^^^ tiiial^B rw utto ts vo/ah j^ m^ofi^vv umi'- 
fir)tiU90if ^m^ fj,i/\eiVM Haltpa tsKi/^uoi/mov hm x^irs . T0VfJte» yaq 
ymfbf^ * Toy Se aymkiv tivou • ;^ rov ficv iuiom ' rov h aya$09 

MMior, onnifnA^ouryuEmi fi^^afffniMiv» Hift. lib. 4. cap* ix. 

P'S5- 

4 Maxima h liva, Hovlacov, og lym t\i tn mauntm 7sg mth 
Ao/MfMc;, oT^JOv Tiva vofju^m fjLSiiwa th itifUHfyn ^eov . O^ Mala voy 
Tfv®" AvS|pa»^aw, iia Tng iw iaifjLovm cv?^2^Bag^ ^o>^g 'mironpt$ 
i^affp4iaaq%£yta , Apol. I. p 43. 

+ Valentiniani frequentiffimum plane collegmm inter 
haereticos. Adv. Valentinianos, fed):. I. p. 250. 

L 2 that 
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that time his fyftem, called the Manichean, 
was the moft predominant. 

It fliould feem, however, that the pre- 
ceding Gnoftic fyftems had been in fome 
meafure reprefled before the council of 
Nice, but that they revived about the fame 
time that Manes appeared. For Thcodoret 
fpeaks of the herefies of Marcion, Valen- 
tinus. Manes, and other docetas, as being 
revived in his time*. Theodoret fpeaks 
of about a thoufand Marcionites in his 
diocefe, and the great number of books 
that were publifhed againft them in the 
fecond century, fhews, as Dr. Lardner ob- 
ferves, the prevalence of his dodlrine +. 

Gnofticifm prevailed moft in the Eaft; 
for the principles of it were more agree- 
able to thofe of the oriental philofophy, 
which was, in feveral refpedls, different 
ffom that of Plato, which prevailed more 
in the Weft; though Egypt, where Pla- 

+ Oi yap Tw Mcx^tawo^^ ^- ^aS^iv^y i^ MainHog^ )y 7W a?0^w 
AoKilojv oupsaiv sTTi m isapovloi avavEitiJLSvoi^ iuax'^gouvovles oil t/v 
cupe<nv avluv avliKfvg rYi>M£vofisv , Ep. 82. Opera, vol. 3. p«9S3« 

t Hiftory of Heretics, vol. i. p. 210. 

tcnifm 
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toniftn prevailed as much as in any place 
whatever, was likewife diftinguifhed by 
giving rife to fome very eminent Gnoftics. 
Rome, it is obferved, was more free from 
Gnofticifm than moft other places^ It is 
faid, however, by Epiphanius, to have been 
introduced there in the time of Anicetus*, 
The principles of this fyftem, whatever 
we may think of it at prefent, muft have 
been exceedingly captivating at the time of 
their publication, as many excellent men 
were much taken with them. Thi3 was the 
cafe with Epiphanius 'f*. with the father 
of Gregory NazianzenJ, and the famous 
Auftin who is well known to have been a 
Manichean. I fhall now proceed to mark 
the diftinguifhing features of the Gnoftics • 
and this is fo uniformly done by all the 
writers who mention them, that there is 
Xio danger of miftaking them for thofe of 
any other fed: whatever. 

lint ^fAnv mi^ Ka^OKpa macntU?^at e^efjLea-ao'a 'sso»^i ruv €Mei9'E 
jjftm/OfAEvn rffaviae iy en^ev ysyovsv n apxin yvarinm rw xaJ^nfASvuv * 
Haer. 27. vol. i. p. 107, 
'tHaBr,26. vol. I. p. 99. J Or. 19. Opera, p. 297. 

h3 SECTION 
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SECTION I. 

Of the Pride of (he Gnojiics. 

AS the Gnoftics were generally perfons 0^ 
education, and addidted to the ftudy of 
philofophy, the moft confpicuous feature 
in their general charadter, was their pnde^ 
their contempt of the vulgar, and of their 
opinions, boailing of their own knowledge, 
and being proud of their (uperiority tQ 
others. They reprefented their inftitution 
as more refined than that of othef chriftians, 
and pretended to a degree of perfection 
which other chriftiaps did npt claim. This 
feature is equally marked by the chriftian 
Fathers, and the apoftles ; and it will be 
fe^n, in its proper place, that, in oppo^tion 
to them, the unitarian chriftians were con- 
fidered as weak^ and Jimple people^ in all re- 
ipefts the very reverfe of the Gnoftics. 

Irenaeus fays, that the Gnoftics pretended 
tQ perfedtipn, an4 galled tbcmfelycs fpi- 

fitual^ 
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ritual * ; and he fays, that they called 
the orthodox \mx^w9 carnal ^^n Clemens 
Alexandrinus alfo fpeaks of the Gnof^ics 
'^ as pretending to perfeftion, boafting 
*^ of more knowledge than the apoftles ; 
^* whereas Paul himfelf fays, that he had 
** not yet attained, nor was already per- 
*' fed +." But I have no occafion to 
quote many authorities for'a circumftancc 
which marks the Gnoftics wherever they 
appear; and it is equally evident, that there 
were teachers of chriftianity pretending to 
the fame fuperiority of knowledge and per- 
feftion in the time of the appftles. 

The firft certain evidence of the exifteijce 
of the Gnoftic doftrine in the chri^ian 

* Plurimi auten) & coivtemptores fa£ti, quaG jam per- 
Jedi, fine reverentia, & in con(emptu viventess femet ipfos 
ipiribdes vocant, hi fe nofle jam dicunt eum qui ilt intra 
{^rQiQ4 ipforum refrigerii locum. Lib. 3. cap, 15* 

P-a37- 

f Ams Twro w t^iia/; ^uy(pcA% mtMia^i. Lib. I, chap, !• 

P- 3*- 

utt^Mt i^ yvwroEit; mt^ tov A^'or^^ov fpovitvlei^ fuamyLivoi rs 1^ fptaer'^ 
n idiiTflE7^«f(a(. Psed. lib. I. cgp, 6. p. 197*' 

L 4 chuf ch 
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church is at the time of Paul's writing his 
firft epiftle to the Corinthians, which was 
probably in the year 56 -, and the falfe 
teachers of that place are diftindly marked 
by the apoftles for their pride^ conceit, and 
high pretenfions to- wifdom. In oppo- 
fition to their pretended deep knowledge, 
theapoftle fays, i Cor. i. 18. 7he preaching 
of the crofs is foolifhnefs to them that per ifh^ 
but to us who are faved it is the power ofGod^ 
iii. 18. "Let no man deceive himfelf If any 
man among you fee m to be wife in this worlds 
let him become a fool that he may be wiji. 
He feems to allude to their pretended 
fpirituality and refinement, when he fays, 
1 could not fpeak unto you as unto fpiritual^ 
but as unto carnaU even as to babes in Chrifl. 
He likewife fpeaks ironically of their prc^ 
tenfions to wifdom^ i Cor. iv, 1 p. We are 
fools for Chrifsfakey but ye are wife in Cbrifi^ 
and X. 15. If peak as unto wije 'en, judge ye. 
what I fay. That they were Gnoftics who 
corrupted the gofpel at Corinth, is evident 
from the 1 5th chapter of this epiftle, where 
it appears, that they explained away the 
doftrine of the refurredtion, 

Thcfe 
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Thefe teachers are diftinguiflied by the 
fame features at Ephefus not long after this, 
as we find, i Tim. vi. 3. If any man teach 
otherwife^ and confent not to wbolefome words j 
even the words of our Lord Jefus Chrift, and 
to tht doSirine which is according to god/inefs, 
be is proud^ knowing nothings but doting about 
queftions and Jirifes of words, &c. In the 
epiftle to the Coloflians, chap. ii. 18. the 
apoftle cautions the chriftians againft thofe 
who intruded into things which tbey had not 

feen^ being vainly puffed up in their fiefhly 
minds^ which could be no other tbaff the fame 
defcription of men. It is alfo probable that 
they were the fame perfons that the apoftle 
James alluded to, chap. iii. 13. IVho isawfe 
man, and indued with knowledge among you ; 
Let him Jhew, out of a good converfation, his 
works with meeknefs ofwifdom. Let us now 
fee what kind of knowledge thefe Gnoftics 
t^ad to be fo proud of. 



SEC- 
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SECTION Ih 

Te?2ets of the GnoJliCs.-^^Ofthe Origin of Evil ^ 
and the Dodlrine of Mons. 

^ L L the Gnoftics were perfuaded, that 
evil had fome other caufe than the fu-- 
preme being, but, perhaps, none of theiQ 
before Manes held that jt ^rofe from a 
principle abfolutely independent of him, 
Bardefaiies maintained that evil was not mado 
by God*. Marcion, Cerdon, and Manes« 
all held that the devil and demons were 
unbegotten -f-. Valentinus held that mat^ 
ter w^s (elfexiftent, and the caufc of evil $♦ 
But the great boaft of the Gnoftics was 
their profound and intricate doiftrine con* 

* MoTTOf ryufiai to Xeysiv Uf/ag to xcotov vtto ts i^« yeytfn^oi • 
O ^tog yap howv avculi®'. Orlgen Contra MarcionitaSt p* 

70,71- 

ITieodoret Haer. Fab. lib. 5. cap, 8. vol. 4. p. a68. 

% Aumep eSoIev fjLoiy (TWVTrapxsiv te ccJIoi^ b> TismfM t^r e| n; 
ra ovist eiYiiMHpyYKTe^ Texyri aopi ^laxptva;^ ^ iiaxoo'iJa/iffai xa^«;^ i| 

yi^r^ta hcxk» uvm Sbxsi. Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 88. 

cerning 
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cerning the derivation of various intelli- 
gences from the fupreme mind, which they 
thought to be done by emanation or efflux. 
And as thefe were equally capable of pro- 
ducing other intelligences in the fame 
manner* and fome of them were male and 
others female, there was room for eridlefs 
Combinations of them ; fo that the genea- 
logy of thefe intelligences, or aonsy as they 
^ere called, muft have been a very intricate 
l)uiinefs. 

Bafilides held that the unbegotten pro- 
duced nous^ that logos was produced (or pro^ 
fated) from nous^ th^t pbronejis [that is, 
thought'] came from logos ; from phronejis 
pame wifdom and power ^ and from thefe 
jingels and arc^ mgels, and that thefe made 
the heavens *• Marcion was the fir ft who 
faid that there were three gods-f-; mean- 

* E^o'e yaf tov arymiScv vnv trpoilov yEwwatf a 3g Ta voo; 
^ppcSkii^au TOV >oym^ (ppomriv it a/xro m ^oya . a'aro ie ttd; ppov/.a-eag 
^o^iav j^ it/vofMf^ &i ie ; tiLxv ayfi?^ kj a^ayTi?^ * ^ Sag h infioif^ 
T¥rau 70V apvov. Theo4orec. Haer. Fab. lib. i. kdt.4, vol. 

pyrilli, Jcr, Cat j6. ^. ^26. 

ing. 
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ing, perhaps, the three gods of Simon 
above-mentioned, viz, the fupreme being, 
him that made the world, and him that 
gave the law. For I do not find that any 
of thofe who believed that there was an* 
other maker of the world befides the fu-» 
preme being, thought that there was any 
other evil being, or devil^ diftinft from 
him ; it being imagined that, upon either 
hypothefis, the origin of evil, which was 
the problem to be refolved by all thefe 
fchemes, was fufficiently accounted for. 

The Gnoftics alfo held that thefe fupe- 
rior intelligences might occafionally come 
in the form of men, to inftru(5t tjie world. 
Such they imagined Chrift to have been. 
Simon Magus pretended to be one of thefe 
great powers ; and, it is faid, that Manes 
maintained that he was the Paraclete pro-, 
mifed by Chrift *. 

The moft complicated fyftem of aeons is 
that of Valentinus, of which we have a 
particular account in Irenseus, from which 

O h ivdfftQr^ Mawf, zaulov tivai Tor i«ro x^r« viftf^tvla 
'srapaft>^ov eiTreiv f?o^fMjc7-£y, Cyrilli. Jcr. Cat. 16. p. 226. . 

his 
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his editor Grabe has drawn out a diftindt 
table, which he has inferted in his edition 
of Irenaeus. 

As it is no where faid that Valentinus, 
or Bafilides, or, indeed, any of the earlier 
Gnoftics whofe names have come down to 
us» were the original inventors of the fyf- 
tem of aeons, it may be concluded to be a 
part of the ancient oriental philofophy, 
and therefore to have exifted long before 
the age of the apoftles. It may be pre- 
fiimed, at leaft, that, in feme form or other, 
it was held by the Gnoftics of their time, 
and that thefe were the endlefs genealogies of 
which Paul makes fuch frequent mention, 
as Idle and vain ; and, indeed, nothing could 
be more fo than the dodtrine of the intri- 
cate relations that thefe seons bore to each 
other. The genealogies of particular Jew- 
ifti families could never have furnifhed any 
caufe of difpute or inquiry to the Gentile 
chriftians at Ephefus, and other places, 
where we read of there being difturbances 
on account of thefe things. But the ge- 
nealogies of the Gnoftic seoiis made a con- 

liderable 
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fiderable part of a general fyftem of faith^ 
very capable of deeply interefting thofc who 
gave much attention to them. 

The pafFages in the New Tcftamcnt, in 
which mention is made of thefe fabulous 
. genealogies, are the following, 1 Tim, i. 3* 
/ ief ought thee to abide Jlill at Ephefus^ when 
/ tjoent into Macedonia^ that thou mtghteft 
charge f me that they teach no other doSirine^ 
neither gh)e heed to fables, and endlefs gened'* 
logies, which minijier quefttons, rather than 
godly edifvingj which is in faith. Ch. iv. 6. 
If thou put' the brethren in remembrance of 
thefe things^ thou fhatt be a good minijier of 
Jefus Chriji, nourijhed up in words offaitb^ 
and of good doSirine^ whereunto thou haji at^ 
tained ; but refufe prophane and old wives fa^ 
bles. Ch. vi, 20. O Timothy^ keep that which 
is committed to thy truft^ avoiding propbatte 
and vain babblings and oppofitions of fcienct 
fafely fo called. 2 Tim* ii. 15. Study to 
Jbew thvfef approved unto God^ a workman 
that needeth not to be ajhamed^ rightly di^ 
viding the word of truth ; but jhun prophane 
and vain babblings^ for they wili increafe unto 

t more 



Chap. III. TeMts of the Gnojiics. 159 

more ungodliness^ And their word will eat as 
does a canker^ of whom /i Hymenaus and Phi* 
leiuSf ivhe concerning the truth have erred^ 
faying that the refurreSiion is paji already^ 
and overthrew the faith of fame. 

As the perfons here defcribed were moft 
€Vi(j[cntl^ Gnoftics, it is almon: impofliblc 
Jiot to conclude that the prophane and vain 
habbtvngs^ fynonymous no doubt to \ht fables 
afid tndlefs genealogies^ were ibme part of the 
Gfioflic fyfliem ; und in this i}xtxz is no-^ 
thing to which they can be imagined to cor* 
refpond beikk that of the sons. It is» no 
doubts the iao^e thing to which the apoflle 
alludes, 2 Tim.ii. 23. But fooUfbas^ unlearned 
quefions avoids knowing that they do gender 
Jirrfe. Tit iii. 9. But avoid foolijh quejiions and 
genealogies^ and contentions ^ andfrivings about 
the law 9 for they are unprofitable and vain^ A 
man that is an heretic ajter ihefirji andfecond 
admonition, rejeSl. The Gnoftics, as will 
be (hewn hereafter, were the only heretics 
of that age ; and therefore the genealogies 
here mentioned mufl have been fome part 
cf their fyfiem. 

It 
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It is probable, that the apoflle Paul 
might allude to the great refpedl paid 
to thefe invifible aonSi by what he fays 
of the worjhipping of angels, and intrud-^, 
zng into thofe things which a man has not 
feen, vainly puffed up in his flejhly mind. Col, 
ii. i8. as the laft circumftancc evidently 
marks the Gnoftics. And as they pre- 
tended to ^Ttzt fpirituality and diflike of the 
fiejh^ the apoftle might intend a farther re- 
buke to them by infinuating that their 
minds were flefhly. 

Laftly, it is poffible that the apoftle Peter 
might allude to thefe idle Gnoftic fables, 
when he faid, 2Pet. i. i6» IVe have not foU 
lowed cunningly devifed fables, &c. 
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SECTION III. 

The DoSlrine of the Gno flics concerning the 

SouL 

nr H E R E was fomething peculiar in the 
dodlrine of the Gnoftics, with re- 
fpcd: to the foul. As it was a funda- 
mental principle with all the ancients, that 
there could be no proper creation^ and 
confequently that fouls, not being ma- 
terial, nor yet created cut of nothing, 
were either parts detached from the foul 
of the univerfe, or emanations from the 
divine mind, this doctrine was held by 
the Gnoftics, And as fome men are vi- 
cious and others virtuous, it was fup- 
pofed that their fouls had two different 
origins, and were therefore good or bad by 
nature, the good having fprung from the 
divine mind, mediately, or immediately, 
and the bad having had fome other origin, 
the fame from which every thing evil was 
Vol. L M fuppofed 
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fuppofed to have fprung. They likewife held 
that the future fates of men depended upon 
their original nature. Saturninus, Theo- 
doret fays, held that ** there were two 
** kinds of fouls, the one good, and the 
*^ other bad ; and that they had this dif- 
** ference from nature, and that as the evil 
** daemon aflifted the bad, fo the Saviour 
** came to affift the good*." Origen fays, 
that the difciples of Bafilides and Va- 
lentinus, held that " there is a kind of 
*^ fouls that are always faved, and never 
** perifh, and others that always perifh, 
** and are never faved +." He alfo fays 
that " Marcion introduced different kinds 

3k 'movn^uv ^ai/Mvcuv rotg "sjcvr.pi; a-uiMTTpczTlcv'tav^ nX&e, fwtv, • 
2«7)i^ iTrafMVM rois aya^oi^. Hxr. Fab. lib. i. cap. 3. 
vol. 4. p. 194. 

+ Nefcio quomodo qui de fchola Valentina et Bafilidis 
vcniunt, base ita a Paulo diSa non audientes, putent efle 
naturam animarum quae fcmper falva fit, ct nunquam 
pereat, et aliam quae fempcr pcreat et nunquam falvetur. 
In Rom. Opera, vol. 2. p. 596. 

2 ^<0f 
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" of fouls*." This dodtrinc of the ori* 
ginal difference of fouls, is like wife well 
known to have been part of the Mani- 
chean fyftem ; and therefore a confiderable 
topic of argument with Auftin, and others 
who wrote againft the Manicheans, is to 
prove that men are not wicked by nature^ 
but from the abufe of free will. On 
this fubjedt Auftin, who wrote againft the 
Manicheans in the early part of his life, 
advanced many excellent things in favour 
of free will, and the natural ' power of 
man to do good and evil, which he con- 
t radioed when he afterwards wrote againft 
the Pelagians. We find this dodtrine of 
fate afcribed to Simon in the Recognitions '\' . 
As the Gnoftics were always ready to 
alledge the fcriptures in fupport of their 
doctrines, they pretended to have an autho- 
rity in them even for this part of their 
fyftem ; for Cyril of Jerufalem fays, that 

^ Marcion tamen, et omnes qui diverils figmeati^varias 
introducunt animarum naturas. Ibid, p, 4719. 

t £t Simon nefcio inquitfi vel hoc ipluo% fciam« Uniif*^ 
quifque enim ficut ei fato decernitur vel fapit ali^d, 
vel intelligit, vel patitur; Lib. 3; cap. %% p. 523. 

M a ^^ fom« 
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** feme inferred from i Johniii. lo. By 
*^ this we know the children of Gody and the 
^^ the children of the DeviU that fome men 
** were to be faved, and others to be damned 
" by nature. But this holy fonfhip/' he 
fays, *' we arrive at, not from ncceffity, but 
** choice. Neither," adds he, ** was Judas 
** the traitor the fon of the devil, or de- 
'* ftruftion, by nature*." 

As thefe Gnoftics held that the fouls of 
all good men were derived from the divine 
mind, they could have no difficulty in ad- 
mitting that Chrift, whom they fuppofed 
to be one of the greater seons, was of the 
fame fubftance with the Father. Ac- 
cordingly, Beaufobre obferves, that, on this 
principle, they efcaped all cenfure at the 
council of Nice. They even ufed the fa- 
mous term ( c//-o»o-/:§> ) ccnfubjiantlal^ with 
refped: to the human foulj in oppofitioa 
to which principle Theodoret fays, •' The 

* Ov yap avB^cfjLS^a twv HOHag EioT^fji^avcvJuv to stem/iewv ex&m : 
to BK nik yivacTcofjisv to, rexva m Ses, Ha tu TExva ts Jlafoxs, uf 
cvlcov ^vffEi Tivwv, aa^ofievuv <'. awGTJiUfjLEvav ev av^po)voig . afe yea 
fTtatayxsg, a». sh wpocu^easug sig rrtv roiaJhy ayiav in(&€a'iav SfXO* 
fAs^a. als Bx^tMTEcogo nspoioki In^viog nv iuxSoT^ J^ corsO^i 
Cat ;• p. 1 08. 

" foul 
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*' foul is not confubftantial with God, as 
" the wicked Manichcans hold, but was 
" created out of nothing*." 

This dodtrine concerning the foul feems 
to hav.e been peculiar to the Gentile Gnof- 
tics. The Jewifli Gnoftics do not appear 
^ver to have departed from their proper 
principles, fo far as to fuppofe that any 
fouls had, a proper divine origin; but either 
thought that they were created out of no* 
thing, or, if they were fo far philofophers 
as to deny this, they would probably fay, 
with fome others, that they were only the 
breath ofGod^ and not any proper part of 
his fubftance. Accordingly, we do not 
£nd any allufion to this dodlrine, of two 
kinds of fouls in the apoftolical writings. 

* Oy yap xa7a Tov ivtra's^Yi Mapmavo; >jr/ov ofMna-iog cnv ft 4't/X'J 
m wiTToiYiMloi ^£2<, ct^ oc /in ovlav tfOi^n. Hser. Fab. lib.^. 
jpap. 5. Opera, vol. 4. p. 264. 
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SECTION IV. 

^he DoSirine of the Gnojlics concerning the 
Maker of the Worlds and the Author of 
the Jewifh Difpenfatton. 

A NO THE R article which was probably 
peculiar to the Gentile Gnoftics, and 
which makes the grcateft figure in their 
hiftory, is, that the fupreme being, the Fa- 
ther of Jefus Chrift, was not the maker of 
the world, or the author of the Jewifli 
difpenfation ; for that thefe were derived 
from feme inferior and malevolent being. 
This was the diftinguifhing tenet of all the 
celebrated Gnoftics who arofe about the 
time of Adrian ; and as they derived their 
principles not from Platonifm, but from 
the oriental philofophy, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, fpeaking of them in general, fays, 
** The herefies, which are according to a 
** barbarous philofophy, though they teach 
*^ one God, and fing hymns to Chrift, do 
*^ it in pretence only, and hot in truth ; 
^^ for they have invented another God, and 

\' fliew 
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*' fhew another Chrift, than him who i^ 
** announced by the prophets*." Again, 
he ftys, ** Some pretend that the Lord/' 
meaning the <3od of the Old Teftament> 
'* could not be a good being, on account 
** of the rod, the threatening, and the 
** fear/* meaning his juftice and feverityf'; 
And Tertullian fays, they deny that God, 
meaning the fupreme being, is to be feared +. 
According to the Gnoftics, the god of 
the Jews was fo far from being a good 
being, or in any refped: fubfervient to the 
defigns of the fupreme being, that he was 
at open variance with him j fo that the true 

* A«09re^, eu fcaia tuv ^czp^apov ^O^ao^iav au^sasi^^ xav SfoyXgywcrw 
eva, Hav Xf^rov i//AV«<r<, KcSa 'srsfiJ^iv >£yii<nv^ s «yoj oO^r&iicxv, 

iffoc^a^i^oaa'iv ExhxovlM . Strom. lib. 6. p* 675. 

Porphyry in his life of Plotinus, fpeaking of the chrif- 
tians, and the heretics, fays, that the latter were of old 
philofophy. Tsyovouri 3e kot aJlov rwv xf^Tiaatav Tffd^^i fm ^ 
cOJ^i MpsliKOi ^e SK rn; 'aa>aiotq ^i?^j:>a'ofia; avrr/fisvoi. 

f ENTAT0A STTifuovlai riveg^ tpc aycx^ov tivai ^a/jisyoiTovKvfm 
^a Tw foShvy 3^ Tw awa;w, 3^ 'rov foCov. Fed. lib. r. cap, 8p 
p. 113. 

t Negant deum timendum. Dc Praeftrip. feft. 43* p, 

M 4 Co4 
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God was obliged to take meafures in order 
to counteradt his defigns. Saturninus fays 
that ** the father of Chrift, willing to do- 
** ftroy the god of the other angels, and of 
** the Jews, fent Chrift into the world, for 
** the falvation of thofe who were to believe 
'^ on him^/' Bafilides faid that *^ the God 
** of the Jews, willing to reduce all nations 
** to his power, and oppofing other principa- 
^' lities, the Supreme Being feeing this, fent 
** hjs firft-born nous^ whom he called Chrift, 
*' to fave thofe who believed on him -f;/' 
Valentinus faid that " the true God was 
** not known till our Saviour announced 
** him X ;" and Eufebius informs us, that 
** Cerdon, of the fchool of Simon, coming 
" tp Rpme in the time of Hyginus, the 

* Toy 'SFcSspa ^(Ti m x^pim^ xalcx>\U(7cu 08>\o/jlbvov fAsla tuv a>Jm 
ayyi>MV jy tov rm la^cum ^pov, aTTcfreiXou rov xp^^^^ ^'J '^ WKOffyxy 
tm ffojlnpia tuv sl; aulov 'SJirevovlav ca^puTrm. Theodoret. Haer« 
Fab. lib. i. cap. 3, vol. 4. p. 194. 

cOO^ag ctpxovloig avlmpa^aa^M, tov 0£ aytwi^ov Toula SfWftfvov tov 
nffpctiloyovov aula vav aTrofZi^ai^ ov j^ xp^^^ 'vrpoayiyopeva-iv^ «re a'6)a'au 
*ntg 'miTBVffou 'mpoMpHfjLEvag. IbiJ. lib. I. cap. 4. vol. 4. p*l95* 
X Ayvcof®- w Totg tsouri 'vptv rng t8 %ftr8 wapao'ict;* Ir^- 
paeus, lib. i. cap. i6. p. 85. 

*f fcventh 
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*^ feventh bifhop from the lime of the 
*' apoftles, taught that the God who was 
" preached in the law and the prophets 
*' was not the father of our Lord Jefus 
*' Chrift ; for that the one was known^ the 
^* other unknown ; the one was jujf, the 
^' other good. He was fucceeded by Mar-r 
** cion of Pontus, who increafed the fchool, 
*• blafpheming without blufhing *• Of 
Marcion, Juftin Martyr fays, that ^' he was 
*' living in his time, teachiqe his followers' 
^' that there is a god great<^|;than he that 
^^ ipade the world, who i^'fr^ry where, by 
^' the inftigation of the. ^torilion, teaching 
^' many blafphemies -fJ' It was on ac- 

* Ke^Swv 3e rig a^ro tcov nsepi tw ^ifMxvgt rot/; o/fopyLO^ haSoiv* 
iy ^7riSYifjLY}<rag ev tvi Poj/^yj sm 'Tyiva svalov H}^pov rn; sTTirKOTTiwi 

SiaJbx>15 ^TTO T63V AtTOTOXoJV £%Ov7of. eil^O^E TOV l/JtO T« VO/AS K) 'S^pO' 

frilwv HejtYjfuyfjLevov Seov, jun eivxi Halepa ts KvptH fifwv hiaH X^*n« ^ 
rov fjLBV yap yvapi^za^oa * 7 mot ayvoolcv eivcu . ^ 7ov (xsv 5i;«aw* 
rov Se ayaSov VTrapx^iV , SiaSElaftfvo^ Si? ay7i>v Mapiwv o nov7<JM;, 
r]viw£ 70 SiSacr;taXe/ov, aTTYisvBpiouTiMBVO}; pT^aa^^l^v. Hift. lib. 4., 
cap. II. p. 155. 

f, Mapxiava h iiva Hovlikov., Of ;^ vi/v A fn JiJiwxwv ijjj 

Vndo^EV&Vi £t?^V 7(V^ VOfXlieiV fJL£l(0VCt TH ^YlfJUHpyTi ^BH* Of HcOot VfOH 

yevog exv^pdiirm, ^ia th; ^m ^MfMovm fl'u^^J1^^£«^ ^9X^8$ '5'69rot>?i« 
£>^ur(p7iy,ia; }^ry£iv. Apol. I. p. 43r 

coun$ 
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count of the Gnoftics reviling the maker 
of the world, whom the other chriftians 
juftly confidered as the true God, that they 
are fo generally charged with blafphemy i 
fo that in thofe early ages, a heretic j a blaf-^ 
fhemer^ and a Gnojiic, were fynonymous 
terms. 

Contradidory as thefe principles mani- 
feftly are to thofe of the fcriptures, the 
Gnoftics were not fenfible of it, and even 
did not fcruplc to argue from them, Mar- 
cion argued from its being faid, that ** no 
** man knows the Father but the Son, that 
*' Chrift preached a God who had not been 
*' known either to the Jews by revelations 
** or to the Gentiles by nature */' He 
alfo alledged in fupport of his do(3:rine 
concerning the author of the Jewifh dif- 
penfation, Paul's faying, Gal.iii. Chrift hath 

* Sed, nemo fit qui fit pater, nifi Alius ; et qui fcit 
fiiius, nifi pater, et cuicunque Alius revelaverit. Atque 
ita Chridus ignotum Dcum praedicavit. Hinc enim et 
alii hasrctici fulciuntur, opponentes creatorcm omnibus 
notum I et Ifraeli, fecundum familiaritatem ;. et nati- 
onibus, fecundam naturam* T^rtuIIian adv. Marcionitas, 
pb.4. feet. 25. p. 44K 

redeemfd 
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redeemed us from the curfe of the law *. Ac- 
cording to Auitin, the Manicheans faid, 
that ** the Old and New Tcftament con- 
'* tradi&ed each other, by the former af- 
** cribing the qreation to God the Father, 
*^ and the latter to Chrift f .'* 

To thcfe arguments the catholic chrif- 
tians found no difficulty in making very 
fatisfadtory replies, efpccially from our 
Saviour's acknowledging the God of the 
Jews to be his Father, as in John viii. 54. 
Jefus anfweredy if I honour myftlf my honour 
is nothing. It is my Father that bonouretb me^ 
of whom ye fay that he is your God. 

Even the Platonic philofophers were 
much offended at this part of the Gnoftic 

* Chriftus nos redemit de malediSfo legh. Subrepit in hoc 
loco Marcion de poteftatc crcatoris, qucm fanguinarium, 
crudcfctti infamat, et vindicem, afTcrens nos redemptos 
cfle per Chriftum, qui alterius boni dei filius fit, Jerom- 
laGal. cap. 2. vol. 6. p. 134. 

t Hoc capitulum legis adverfum efle evangelio ftul- 
tlfllmi Manichaii arbitrantur ; dicentes in Genefi fcrip- 
tum cfle, quod Deus per fcipfum fecerit cselum .et ter- 
ram, in evangelio autcm fcriptum efle per dominum nof- 
trum jcfiim Chriftum fabricatum efle mundum; ubi dic- 
tum eft, et mundus per ipfum fa<Stu« eft. Coritra Adi- 
pantum, vol. 6. p* 1 74 • 
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fyftem, becaufe, in order to prove that the 
world was not made by the fupreme and 
cffentially good being, they reprefcnted it 
as abounding with all evil, and took plea* 
fure in vilifying it. Plotinus wrote a tradl 
againft the Gnoftics, in. which he fpeaks of 
the world as exhibiting marks of goodnefs. 
He fays, *Mt is not to be admitted that 
«* this world is a bad one, becaufe there 
** are many difagreeable things in it*." 
Though, according to the principles of 
Platonifm, the world was made of matter, 
and men and animals were not made by the 
Supreme Being himfelf, they were, how-* 
ever, made by his diredtion, and with a 
great mixture of good in them; whereas 
the Gnoftics held, that the world was not 
only made of bad and intractable materials, 
but alfo by a being of a bad difpofition^ 
The Gnoftics, whom the apoftle Paul had 
to do with, did not hold this principle W|t]) 
X^i^^tQi to the maker of the world. Thcjr 
:>verc Jews, who believed as other Jevsrs 4i4 

fujfM ey auloj i'uox^^>i. £n. 2* lib. 9, cap. 4. p. 202* 
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in this refpeft, and they held the law of 
Mofes in the greateft poffible venefation. 

It appears to me, that the Gnoftics had 
advanced fo many fpecious arguments to 
prove that the Supreme Being himfelf was 
not the immediate maker of the world, and 
the author of the Jewifli difpenfation, that 
the orthodox chriftians were ftaggered by 
them, and fo far conceded to their adver- 
faries, as to allow that the being who made 
the world, and who appeared to the patri- 
archs and the prophets, was not the Su- 
preme God himfelf. On this account they 
might be. the niore readily induced to adopt 
the principles of the I^latonifts, and of 
Philo, who faid that the world was made, 
and that the law was given, by the divine 
logos perfonified. This being the Son ofGod^ 
they faid he muft be the fame with Cbrijl. 
In fadt, the orthodox ufed many of the fame 
arguments v/ith the Gnoftics, to prove that 
the fupreme being was not the perfon who 
fpake to the patriarchs. 

In fome part of Juftin's dialogue with 
Trypho, one might imagine that Juftin had 
been a Gnoftic, and Trypho an unitarian 

chrifUan* 
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chriftian. Trypho fays, " Prove to me firft 
** that there is another god befides the 
** maker of all things *." Juflin anfwered, 
" I will endeavour to fhcw you, from the 
** fcriptures, that there is another God and 
** Lord, and one who is fo called, befides 
** the maker of all things +." This is p.re- 
cifely what a Gnoftic would have faid. But 
he proceeds to fpeak of this Jecond god ^ 
the meifenger of the true God, which the 
Gnoftics would not have done. ** He 
** is alfo,'* fays he, ** called an angel, on 
** account of his informing men of what he 
** that made all things, above whom there 

■ 

** is no God, wills that he (hould inform 
'' them." 

* ATTOHpive sv [Ml 'or^olsoov 'srwj ex^i; sczoisi^M cli j^ a»J^ Sto^ 
^apx rev womptiy tcjv o>.an^, 'Dial, p* 238. 

•f A >Jiyi} "SJSipaa-CfJLoi vfiag 'seiCMy wnTavlag rag ypafoi, oh en 
)C;. >£y{l(u ^£0^ ^ YJjpi®- £iE^(Sr im£p Tov 's^oDjlry twv oxew. og jy 

avlcit; oTyeihai ruv G>m '^soirhit vTrsp cv oM®- Seoj s» £n. ■ Ibid, 
p. 249. 
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SECTION V. 

^be DoSlrine of the Gnojlics concerning the 

Perfon of Chrif. 

TP H E principles of the Gnoftics which I 
have occafion to confider moft particu- 
larly, are thofe which relate to the perfon of 
Cbrifi. Their averfion to every thing that 
bore the name, and had the properties of 
matter^ was fuch, that they could not think 
well of any thing that was material. Ac- 
cordingly, befides fuppofing that the being 
who was properly entitled to the appella- 
tion of the Chrijiy or the melTenger of God 
to man, was a fuperangelic fpirit, who had 
pre-exifted, and was fent to make his ap- 
pearance among men, all of them would 
rtot admit that what he did aflume, as ne- 
ceflary to his manifeftation, was a proper bu^^ 
man body^ confiding of real flefh and blood, 
but fomething that had only the external 
appearance of one, and that it was incap- 
able 



\ 
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able of paffion, and of the fufFerings and 
pain of a real human body. This was fo 
much a general opinion among them, that 
it is commonly afcribed to them all ; fo 
that Epiphanius fays, ** the Gnoftics fay 
** that Jefus was not born of Mary, but 
** only exhibited by her, and that he did 
** not take flcfh except in appearance*/' 

As it was an opinion of the Gnoftics. 
that Chrift had no proper human body, gf 
courfe they could not believe that Mary had 
a proper child birth, for they faid that, on in- ' 
fpeftion, ftie was found to be a virgin after, 
the delivery, which Clemens Alexandrinus 
obferves f . And as they fuppofed this phan- 
tom in the human form could not fuffer, 
or die, Novatian fays, that ** both the 

hhiyfxsvcv, Xa^fca 3e aJlcv fjLn Bi><i/}fevou^ oAX* n fjun/ov Jbiww eivm, 
Haer. 26. p.91. 

t AwJ «5 eoiHsv roig ^oX?«3ij, ^ fjLSx^i vuv ioKsi n MofiOfA A«x» 
ttvoi, 3ific -mv T8 'ETOiSis ysvY,(riv^ sk aa-a Xexw • ^ 7flp A*e7« to rvutat 
aJlnv fjfMa^eia-av, ^axri rivej, 'mo^Bvov evpe^cu* Strom. 7. 9.756.' 

This notion was afterwards adopted by the catholics ; 
but Clemens Alexandrinus evidently afcribes it to the 
Gnoilics. 

" birth 
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*• birth and the death of Ghrift are con- 
*' futations of them*." 

The opinion, however, that the body of 
Jefus was only the femblance of a proper 
human body, was not Univeffal among' the 
Gnoftics, For the Cerinthians and Car- 
pocratians believed that Jefus was not only 
a man, born as other men are, but alfo the 
proper offspring of Jofeph as well as of 
Mary, and that he continued to be nothing 
more than any other man till his baptifm, 
when the Cerinthians faid that a fuper-an- 
gelic fpirit, which alone they called the 
Chrijij came into him+. 

I ihall proceed to mention the opinions 
of other Gnoftics concerning the body of 
Jefus, which, though various, agree in this, 
that Jefus was not the Chrift, and fhew an 
averfion to do fo much honour to any thing 
that had proper Jiejh and blood. Barde- 

* Omnes enim iftos et nativitas Domini et mors ipfa 
confutat. Cap, 10. p. 31. 

Epiphanius, Hacr, 28. vol.i. p. no. 

ytym^ou Tov f{ 'SKptrsca; nalaStSimola. Haer. 3. vol. i; p. 1 38. 

Vol. I. N fanes 
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fanes maintained that Chrifl had a celefliial 
body*. Cerdo alfo denied that Chrift 
was born of Mary+. According to Ter- 
tullian, " Marcion denied the birth of 
'• Chrift, that he might deny his flefli ; 
** Apelles his fcholar allowed the flefh, but 
** denied the nativity; and Valentinus both 
*^ admitted the flefh and nativity, but gave 
*' a different interpretation to them J" By 
denying the birth of Chrift, they meant that 
Jefus derived nothing from his mother, 
but that whatever his body confifted of, it 
was fomething that only paffed through 

* Ylzpi T8 xfm en to (iflnfjism. Eya y^api^o/jicu cli apaemov aoifut 
i>al^e. Origcn Contra Marcionitas, p. 105. 

-f- Ml] mai h TOP x/"^^ yeyewi^fieifov sk Mofutfj fjuHi cy ^apa 

OansfTTOimola, Epiphanius, Haer. 41. vol. i. p. 300t 

* Marcbn, ut carnem Chrifti negaret, negavit etiam 
nativitatem j aut ut nativitatem negaret, negavit et car- 
nem. Scilicet ne invicem fibi teftimonium redderent et 
refponderent, nativitas et caro: quia nee nativitas fine 
came, ncc caro fine nativitate : quafi non eadem licentia 
faxretica et ipfe potuifTet, admifla carne nativitatem ne- 
gare, ut Apelles difcipulus, et poftea defertor ipfius; aut 
carnem et nativitatem confeflbs^ aliter illas interpretari, at 
condifcipulus et condefertor ejus Valentinus. Dc Came, 
Chrifti. feft. I- p. 307. 

« 

her. 
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her, as water through a pipe. Accordingly, 
Epiphanius fays, " Valeritinus held that 
** the body of Chrift came from heaven, 
** and took nothing from the virgin Mary*.'* 
It is remarkable, that this very opinion was 
afterwards adopted by Apoilinaris, who 
likewife maintained, with the Arians, that 
Chrif): had no human fouL 

Chfift having no proper 'human body, 
coulcL not have the proper fun<ftions of 
one ; and accordingly, Valentinus faid that 
•* Chrift ate and drank in a peculiar man- 
** ncr, not voidin^g excrements f." With 
jrefpc(9: to the fuper-angelic nature of Chrift, 
Valentinus held that he was one of the 
aons I and according to his geneaologies, 
both Cbriji and the Holy Spirit^ were the 
offspring of Moiiogenes^ which came from 
Jjogos and Zoey as thefe were the off- 

fAiH^ag «^>»^£VflM, ow^ ovwSev to <ra)/Aa ex^tv. Hser. 31. vol; i." 
p. 171. 

no^ev x) E^ivEv i%6;;, ^ o^StJk; Ta 0paf4aila, Clemens Al. 
Strom, lib; 3. p. 451. 

N 2 fpring 
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fpring of Nous and FeritaSy and thefe of 
By thus, and Sige^. 

It may be proper to obferve in this place, 
that thofe of the Gnoftics who believed 
that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph as well as 
of Mary, muft have thought that, anti- 
cedent to his baptifm, he had a human 
foul, as well as a human body. Their 
opinion, therefore, concerning hinX after 
his baptifm, muft have been fimilar to that 
of the orthodox chriftians, who believed the ' 
logos of the Father to be attached to the 
the man Jefus. On the other hand, thofe 
Gnoftics who thought that Chrift had no 
proper human body, but only the appear- 
ance of one, muft have held that he had no 
intelligent principle within him befides the 
fuper-angelic fpirit which they called the 
Cbrijl. Thefe, therefore, refembled the 
Arians. Indeed, they can hardly be faid 
to have differed from them at all, except 
with refpedt to the body of Chrift, and his. 
having made the world. * 

It is probable that the Gnoftics differed 
much among themfelves with refpedl to 

* Irenseus, lib. i. cap. I. p. 7, &c. 

thexc 
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their celcftial genealogies, and thefe being . 
altogether the work o^ imagination ^ there was 
room for endlefs fyftems on the fubjed:. 
All that deferves our notice is, that ac-' 
cording to them all, Chrift was a pre- 
exiftent fpirit, which had been of high rank 
before he came into the world. 

It appears to me highly probable, that 
it was in oppofition of this doftrine of 
aons^ that John wrote the Introdudlioq to 
his gofpel, in which he explains the only 
proper fenfe in which the terms logos^ only 
begotten^ Ufe^ &c. of which the Gnoftics 
made fuch myfteries, ought to be taken ; 
aflerting, more efpecially, that the logos ^ 
which is fpoken of in the fcriptures, and 
the only logos that he acknowledged, was 
the power ofGod^ an attribute of the Fa- 
ther, and therefore not to be diftinguiflied 
from God himfelf. 

It is poflible, however, that John had 

heard of the dodtrine of Philo, who niade a 

Jecond God of the logos % and if that kind 

of perfonification had begun to fpread among 

cbriftians fp early as the time of John, it 

N3 is 
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is not impoffible but that he might, in his 
ufual inddredt manner, allude to it. In any 
view, the meaning of the apoftle feems to 
be as follows, ** in the beginning, or before 
** all time, was the logos^ and the logos was 
** with, or rather belonged to God, as his 
** proper attribute, and therefore, was no 
** other than God himfelf. -By this logos, or 
*• power of God, all things were madcji 
*^ and without it was not any thing made 
" that was made;" agreeably to what the. 
Pfalmift fays. By the word (logos) of tke 
Lord were the heavens made^ and all the hofts 
of them, by the breath of his mouth ; God 
fpake and it was done, he commanded, and it 
food faji, and many other palTages of the 
fame import. 

The lad of the Gnoftics, viz. the Mani^^ 
cheans, thought as others had done before 
them, that Chrift had no real flefh, but 
only the appearance of it*, but according 
to Theophyladt, Manes thought he had a 
real bpdy till his baptifm, when he left 

«fvw. Socratis, Hill. lib. i. cap. 22. p: 55. 

it 
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it in the river Jordan, and took another^ 
which had only the appearance of one*. 

Abfurd as thefe notions of the Gnoftics 
are, and dangerous as we fliall find their 
confequences were, it muft not be forgot- 
ten, that the objeft of them was to dp 
honour to Chrift, as the moft illuftrious 
meffenger of God to man. For it was 
thought that he could not haye had that per- 
feAion of charadter which was requifite for 
his high office, if his mind had been fub- 
je6t to the influence of common flefli and 
blood. Marcion faid, that ^* he could not 
^* have been pure, if he took human flefh-f*.*' 

We find that the Gnoftics argued in de- 
fence of even this part of their fyftem from 
the New Teftament, For we learn froni 
Origen,- that fome of the heretic's endea- 
voured to prove, from Paul's faying. We are 
planted in the likenefs of Chrifi's deaths that 
he did not really die, but only had the ap- 

* Oi Movix^oi XcyaflTiv o7« to aaiia aula aTn^^lo sv tw lopiavr^ 
udla fpeflafficof h a»o ffUfM shi^sv* In Matt. cap. 4. vol.i, 

p. 20, 

*{- ILcXiv MaeHiwf opa ri pvriy . smc vi^uvoilo Seo^ capita ova- 
>aSayif fd£ivai Ko&apoi, Chryfoftoix^ In Eph, vi. id. vol. 10. 
p. 1 188. 

N 4 pearanc? 
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pearance of death * ; and the Marcionites 
faid that, according to Paul, Chrift was 
only '* tnfajhion as a man^ and not a man \'.^^ 
No writer in the New Teftament op- 
pofes this very principle of the Gnoftics 
concerning the perfon of Chrift, as well as 
their general do6trine that Jefus was not 
the Chrift, more plainly, or more earneftly, 
than John 5 and yet we find, that Valen-r 
tinus interpreted the introduction to John's 
gofpel in his favour J, making (t^x^ to be a 
principle different frpm the Father, and the 
fame with the monogenes^ ^nd the. logos dif- 
ferent from thp ^pxw §. 

* Sed hoc non intelllgcntes quidam haereticorum, co- 
nati funt ex hoc apoftoli loco afferere qvod Chriftus non 
Vere iportuus fit, fed fimilitudinem mortis habuerit, et vifu^ 
fit magis mori quam vere mortuus fit. Origen Ad. Rom* 
Opera, vol.2, p- 542. 

f iJa, (pwTi^ ;^ (rxnfjuili, K^ ag ov^paTTo^, Chryfoftom In 
Phil. 2. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1250. 

X £7i TE luawrv tov fia^yilnv 7H ffvpm ^kiaaieao'i rvtv 'srptalnv Q 
vSboSbe (juEimwHiVM avlat^ T^e^so-i^ ^^yovle; iflug . laccmi^y o fJLcAUng rs 
ftupiH, jSsAo^tfv©" EiTTEiv Tjjv Tojv oXfljv ysvecTiv, xaB* rtv ra *siool\a mpoe^ 
Qa^JEV woSnp ct^')(^. 'r^va isfoi^{\ax lo Tspalov ymvi^ev vtto ts i^£«, oy 
is ^ viov fjLCVoyEVYi ^9 ^EOVf xExXiixEv, Ev (0 Tot 'vsocHa 'srahfip iffpOESoOs^ 
cTre^/jLcilixd)^^ vTTo Se Tiils ^(Ti TOV T^cv ispoQEQ}iYi^cu^ &c. Irc- 
n^pus, lib. I. cap. I. p. 39. 

§ Ibid. See alfo Epiphanius, Hxr. 31. vol I. p; iQfi, 

That 
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That the gofpels, however, and efpe- 
cially that of John, are unfavourable to 
this principle of the Gnoftics, is very evi- 
dent ; and Chryfoftom reprefents it as ^* the 
^^ firft and principal reafon why Chrift is 
** exhibited with all the weaknefTes and 
*' infirmities of human nature, to prove that . 
^* he had real flefh, and that he meant that 
^^ all perfons who then lived, and all who 
** fliould come after him, ihould believe 
** that he was no apparition, or mere vifible 
*' appearance, but the truth of nature," i. e* 
a real man*. 

Chrift being fo frequently called a man 
in the gofpei hiftory, is, on this account, 
very properly urged by the chfiftian Fa- 
thers, as an argument againft this doftrine 
of the Gnoftics. Thus, in anfwer to Va- 
lentinus, who held that Chrift had a kind 
of fpiritual flcfh, Tertullian obferves, that 
then he would not have been called a marij 
as he repeatedly is, or have been fo deno- 

* Hf w7r! /itev «v ouha jy ftrytrw, to Capia aulcv iBrep&CW^oB, j^ 
$ii>£ff^M )^ rag tg^e, x) 'ts; A^*?^ raJla mircia'aff^ai 'aocflas^ oil 8 
cHta Tig Efw, kh crxnf^ ontNag ro ofwiASvov^ cOo! a^ai^ia fuamg. 
Horn. 32. vol. I. p. 408. 

minated 



l86 Tenets of the Gnojlics. Book I. 

minated by himfclf ; as when he faid, ye 
feek to kill ffie^ a man, who has told you the 
truth ^. This argument of Tertulliaa 
makes equally againft any doctrine that 
fuppofcs Chrift to have been, in any refpeiS, 
different from, or more than, another man, 
and therefore would have carried him far- 
ther than he intended. Bafil fays, ** thero 
^* was no occafion for his being born of a 
** virgin, if the flefh which was to con* 
** tain God Was not to be of the mafs of 
^* Adamf ." 

But the moft ferious objedion to this 
part of the Gnoftic fyftem is, that if Chrift 
had not proper flefli and blood, and there-* 
fore was not properly a man^ he had not 
not the feelings of a man, and therefore he 

* Licuit et Valentino ex privilegio haeretico, camem 
Chrifti fpiritalem comminifci. Quidvis earn fingerc po- 
tuit^ quifquis humanam credere noluit ; quando (quod ad 
omnes didum efi) fi huniana noa fuit, nee ex homine i 
non video ex qua fubftantia ipfe fe Chriftus hominem et 
filium hominis pronunciarit. Nunc autem vultis pcci- 
dere hominem, veritatem ad vos loquutum. De Carne 
Chrifti fefl. 14. Opera, p. 319- 

£IJLE>£v n ^sofopog (Tocf^ Tffffocr^aiJfSaveT^^M, £p, 65. Opera, Vpl.J. 
p. 104. 

is 
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is no proper example to us, efpecially in 
his fufFerings and death, with refpedt to 
which his example is more particularly 
propofed to us ; and in time of perfecu- 
tion this confideration was of the greateft 
.confequence. As Origen fays, " if Chrift 
*^ fufFered nothing in his death, how can his 
^* example be of any ufe to thofe who fufFer 
** for righteoufnefs fake, if he only feemed 
^* to fufFer, but really felt nothing *." 

Sometimes, therefore, the whole fcheme 
of chriftianity is fpoken of as defeated by 
this do<arine of the Gnoftics, fo that they 
are ranked with unbelievers, raercly in con- 
fequence of not believing the reality of 
Chrift's fufFerings and death. Thus in the 
epiftles afcribed to Ignatius, he fays, ** If, 
** as fome atheifls, that is, unbelievers, fay, 
•' he fufFered in appearance only, it being 
*^ only an appearance, why am I bound, 
*^ why do I glory in fighting with beafls ? 

* A»a }^ a, wj (pifi(T{Sf KcXcr®" /*>iT aXyeivov ti pajf avcupov ra 
hifni juila Toy xaifov tsIgv eyiyvslo^ 'srag av oi fJt£a rcxJla 'mapOi^Eiyfjuilt 
T8 imof/LSveiv ra Si EuasCeiav imicov^ eouvolvIo Xf^^^^^ hy^Hi l^n 
mfpt^wli f/Lsv ra av^pcoTrivoc^ fAcvov h Jb|av7; ^sTrov^syau^ Ad Celf. 

lib. a. p. 77. 

^' I die 
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*' I die in vain*." Alluding to the fame 
dodlrine, he likewife fays, " I endure all 
*' things, he who is a perfedt man ftrength- 
** ening me ^f- ;" meaning, probably, that 
he ftrengthened himfelf by the example of 
Chrift. Accordingly, we find that, in ge- 
neral, the Gnoftics avoided perfecution. 
But before I confider their maxims and 
condud: in this refpeft, 1 (hall cite what 
we find in the New Teilament againft the 
opinion of Chrift's not having a real hu- 
man body. 

In whatever light the apoftles faw this 
doctrine, it is evident, that they were much 
alarmed at it. This is particularly clear 
with refpeft to the apoftle John ; but Paul 
feems to allude to this tenet of the Gnoftics 
in 2 Cor. xi. 4. where he fpeaks of the falfe 
teachers as preaching another Jefus than 
him that he had preached. For in this 
fenfe the fame phrafe is ufed by fome of the 

* El 3c (ficnrBf rtvsg a^eoi oviej, THlenv amroi^ T^syaaa ro ioKSiv 
VTiTTov^evM avlov^ cojloi ovlzg to icKSiv syo) ti hhfjuit ' ti 3c tvxpim 
^fiofjutxyKrcu • iapsav «/ aTTo^vivnto}, Ad. Trail, feft. I O. p. 24 • 

t Havla vTTGfMsvu^ ouJh fjLE evhvafJLUvl®' ^ ra tcXcw av^fUTTH ysvo* 
fim. Ad. Smyrn. feft. 36. p. 36. 

early 
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early chriftian writers, and indeed it does not 
appear that he could have any other mean- 
ing ; as in no other fcnfe did arny perfons 
ever preach what could be called another 
Jefus. But a Jefus not confifting of flefh and 
blood, or a Jefus whofe foul had been a fuper- 
angelic fpirit, was indeed a very different 
Jefus from him that Paul had preached, 
viz. a man like himfelf, and only diftin- 
guifhed by the peculiar prefence and power 
of God accompanying him. Alfo, what 
could Peter mean by faying that thofe who 
brought in damnable herejiesy 2 Pet. ii. i. 
denying the Lord that bought them^ but the 
fame that Paul meant by preaching another 
Jefus, which implied a denial of the true 
Jefus ? If thefe perfons had been apoftates 
from chriftianity, they would not have 
been clafled with heretics, or have been 
mentioned as intermixed with chriftians. 

There can be no doubt, however, with 
refpedl to the meaning of the apoftle John ; 
as the bare recital of the paffages from his 
writings will evipce. The dodlrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning the perfon of Chrift 
was fo ofFenfive to him, and it was fo much 

upon 
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upon his mind, that he begins his iird 
epiftle, feemingly in a very abrupt manner, 
with the ftrongeft allufions to it. That 
which was from the beginnings that which 
we have heard^ which we have feen with 
our eyes^ which we have looked upon^ i. e; 
have clofely infpe£ted and examined, and 
our hands have bandied^ of the word of life 
[For the hfe was manifejl^ and we have feen 
it, and bear witnefs, and Jhew unto you that 
eternal life which was with the Father^ and 
was manifejl to us) . That which we have 
feen and heard, declare we unto you, &c. 

What could he mean by fpe^king of 
Jefus under the figure of/j/^, as a perfon 
who had been heard^ feen^ and even handled^ 
fo that they had the evidence of all their 
fenfes, but that he was really a man, had a 
real human body, and not merely the appear* 
ance of one; which, it is univerfally al- 
lowed, was an opinion that was entertained 
by many perfons in his time. I (hall pro- 
ceed to give other extradts from the Writ- 
ings of John, in which he alludes to this 
do6trine of the Gnoftics, and ftrongly ex- 
preiTes his difapprobation of it. 

I John 
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1 John iv. 1 . Beloved^ believe not every fpirit^ 
but try the fpiritSj whether they be of God. 
Becaufe manyfalfe teachers are gone^ out into 
the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. 
Every fpir it that confejfes that fefus Chriji 
is come in the flejh (or as it might be ren- 
dered, that fcfus is Cbrijl come in the fie Jh) 
is of God. And every fpirit that confejfes 
not that Jefus Chriji is come in the flejh is 
not of God. And this is the fpirit of Anti-^ 
chriji^ whereof ye have heard that it fbould 
come y and even now already is it in the 
world. Coming in the Jiejh^ can have no 
other meaning than having realflcjh^ which 
many of the Gnoftics faid Chrift had not; 
and comings cannot here imply any pre- 
exiftent ftate, for then the flefti in which 
he came muft have pre-exifted, 

2 John 7. For many deceivers are tn-^ 
tered into the worlds who confefs not that 
y^fus Chriji is come in the flejh. ^bis is a 
deceiver, and an antichriji. The importance 
of holding the true doftrine concerning the 
perfon of Chrift, in oppofition to thefe de- 
ceivers, he urges with great emphaiis ia 
the -following verfes. Look to yourfelves^ 

1 that 
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ihat ye lofe not thofe things which ye have 
wrought ^ but that ye receive a full rewards 
Whofoever tranfgrejfeth^ and ahideth not in the 
doSlrine of Chrijly hath not God. He that 
abideth in the dodtrine of Chriji^ he hath both 
the Father and the Son, If there come any 
unto you^ and bring not this doSlrine^ receive 
him not into your houfe^ nor bid him GodJ^eed. 
For he that biddeth him God Jpeed^ is a par-^ 
taker of his evil deeds. 

Though I do not propofe, in this work, 
to enter info a critical examination of thd 
meaning of particular texts of fcripture, 
yet as it has of late been ftrongly urged 
that the phrafe coming in the ftejh^ ufed by 
John in thefe paflages, has a reference to at- 
pre-exiftent ftate of Chrift, I fhall endea- 
vour to (hew that fuch a conftrudtion is ill 
founded. 

It has been faid that by this phrafe, 
" the opinion that Chrift was truly a maa 
** is very aukwardly and unnaturally cx- 
'* prefled. The turn of the expreffion, 
^* feeming to leading to the notion of a 
** being who had his choice of different 
•' ways of coming ;" and therefore is level- 
led 
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•* kd againft the Ebionites as well as the 
"^Gnoftics." 

On the contrary, I think the expreffion 
fufficlently limilar to other Jewifh phrafes, 
of which we find various examples in the 
fcriptures, and that it may be explained by 
the phrafe partaker of jlejh and bloody He- 
brews ii. 14. If the word coming t^m^ ne- 
ceflarily mean coming from heaven^ and im- 
ply a pre-exiftent ftate, John the Baptift 
mufl: have pre-exifted : for our Saviour ufes 
that expreffion concerning him, as well as 
concerning himfelf. Matt. xi. 18, 19. fobn 
came neither eating nor drinking^ and they 
fay he hath a demon. The Son of Man came 
eating and drinking^ &c.. It may alfo be 
afferted, with more certainty ftill, concern- 
ing all the apoftles that they pre-exifted ; 
for our Saviour, in his prayer for them, re- 
fpedling their miffion, makes ufc of the 
term world, which is not found in i John 
iv. 2. where he fays, John xvii. 18. ^s 
thou haji fent me into the worlds fo have I 

alfo fent them into the world. 

The phrafe coming in the flejh, in my 

opinion, refers very naturally to the doc- 

VoL. I, O trine 
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trine of the Gnoftics, who fuppofed Chrift 
to be a fuper-angelic fpirit, which de- 
fccnded from heaven, and entered into the 
body of Jefus. The phrafe he that Jhall 
come^ or who was to come (his coming hav- 
ing been foretold by the prophets) appears 
to have been familiar to the Jews^ to denote 
the Mefliah : but with them it certainly 
did not imply any coming down from hea-» 
ven, becaufe they had no fuch idea coii'- 
ccrning their Mbfliah. 

Befides, there is no trace in the epiille 
of John of any more than one herejy. He 
neither exprcfsly fays, nor hints, that there 
were two i and part of his defcription of 
this one herefy evidently points to that of 
the Gnoflics ; and this herefy was as dif- 
ferent as poiEble from that of the Ebio- 
Jiites. The early writers who fpeak of 
them mention them as two oppojite berejies^ 
cxifling in the fame early period ; fo that 
it is very improbable a priori^ that *' the 
** fame expreffion fhould be equally level- 
*' led at them both/' Gnofticifm, there- 
fore, being certainly condemned by the apof- 
tle, and not the dodrine of the Ebionitcs^ 

I I con- 
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I conclude, that In the latter, which is al- 
lov^ed to have exifted in his time, he faw 
nothing worthy of cenfure; but that it 
was the dodtrine which he himfelf had 
taught. If this apoftle had thought other- 
wife, why did he not cenfure it unequivo- 
cally, as thofe who are called orthodox now 
do, ind with as much feverity* 

Tcrtullian maintained, that by thofe who 
denied that Chriji was come in thejlejh, John 
meant the Gnoftics, though he fays that by 
thofe who denied that J ejus was the Son of 
God^ he meant the Ebionites*. He had no 
idea that the former expreffion only could 
include both. But as the Gnoftics main- 
tained that "^efus and the ChriJI were dif- 
ferent perfons, the latter having come from 
heaven, and being the Son of God, whereas 
Jefus was the fon of man only, the expref- 
fion of Jefus being the Son of God is as 
diredlly oppofed to the dodrine of the 
'Gnoftics as that of ChriJl comfng in the flefh. 
As a proof has been required that the 
phrale coming in the flejh is defcriptivc of 

*D€ Pr^fcrlptione Hjereticorum, fe£l. 33. p. 214. 

O 2 the 
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the Gnoftic herefy only, and not of the 
unitarian dodlrine alfo, I would obferve, 
that it is fo ufed in the epiftle of Polycarp, 
the difciple of John. In a paflage in this 
epiftle, in which the writer evidently al- 
ludes to the Gnoftics only, he introduces 
this very phrafe, coming in thejlejh*. ** Be- 
** ing zealous of what is good, abftaining 
*' from all offence, and from falfe brethren, 
** and from thofe who bear the name of 
** Chrift in hypocrify, and who deceive vain 
*' men. For whofoever does not confefs 
*' that Jefus Chrift is come in the flefti, he 
*' is antichrift, and whofoever does not 
" confefs his fuffering upon the crofs, is 
*^ from the devil ; and whofoever perverts 
** the oracles of God to his own interefts, 
** and fays, that there fhall be neither any 
*' refurredtion, nor judgment, he is the 
*' fir ft- born of fatan. Wherefore, leaving 
*^ the vanity of many, and their falfe doc- 
** trines, let us return to the word that 
*' was delivered from the beginning." 

Had this writer proceeded no farther 
than the fecond claufe, in which he men- 

* Sec fed. 6, 7. Abp. Wake's tranflation, p. 55. 

tions 
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tions thofe who did not believe that Chrift 
fuflfered upon the crofs, it might have been 
fuppofed, that' he alluded to two clafles of 
men, and that the latter were different 
from thofe who denied that he came in the 
flefh. But as he goes on to mention a 
third circumftance, viz. the denial of the 
rcfurredlioln, and we are fure that thofe 
were- not a third clafs of perfons, it is evi- 
* dent that he alliided to no more than one 
and the fame kind of perfons by all the 
three characters. I conclude, therefore, 
that the apoftle John, from whom the 
writer of this epiftle had this ^phrafe, ufed 
it. in the fame fenfe, and meant by it only 
thofe perfons who believed that Chrift was 
not truly man, i. e. the Gnoftics. 

It has been faid that *' the attempt to 
^' affign a reafon why the Redeemer (hould 
" be a man, implies both that he might 
** have been, without partaking of the hu- 
** man nature, and by confequence that, 
y in his own proper nature, he was origi- 
/* nally fomething different from man; and 
** that there might have been an expefta- 
^' tion that he would make his appearance 

3 ''in 
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«* in feme form above the human/' But 
it is certainly quite fufficient to account 
for the apoftle's ufing that phrafe coming in 
the jieJJoy that in his time there adtually 
exifted an opinion that Chrift had no real 
flefh, and was not truly a man, but a being 
of a higher order, which was precifely "the 
doftrine of the Gnoftics, That before the 
appearance of the Meflxah, any perfons cxr 
pefted that he would, or might come in a 
form above the human, is highly impror 
bable. 

" A reafon/' it is faid, " why a man 
^' (hould be a man, one would not expcdt 
** in a fober man's difcourfe." But cer-r 
tainly, it was verjr proper to give a kz(ox\ 
why one wh6 was not thought to be pro- 
perly a man, was really foj which is ^hat 
the apoftle has done. 

The very circumftantial account that 
John has given of the blood which, iflued 
from the wound in our Saviour's jfide, coul4 
hardly have any other meaning, than to 
contradia the dodrine of the Gnoftics, 
that he had not real flefli and blood, Joh^ 
xix, 34. But one of the foldiers with ajpear 
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pierced his fide^ and forthwith came thereout 
blood and water » And he that faw it hare 
* record^ and his record is true ; and he 
knowetb that he faith true, that ye might 
believe. What could be the rneaoing of 
this. remarkably ftrong afleveration, but to 
aflare the world that Jefus had real blood, 
like other men ? To the fame thing he 
probably alludes, when he mentions the 
blood by which Chrift came, as well as the 
water, i John v. 6. This is he that came by 
water and blood, not by water only, but by 
water and blood. Again, and probably with 
the fame view, he fays, i John v^ 8, There 
be three that hear record, thefpirit, the water^ 
and the blood, and thefe three agree in one ; 
ihefpirit and the water, referring probably 
to his baptifm, and the blood to his death. 

With refped: to the other articles of the 
Gnoftic creed concerning the perfpn of 
Chrift, viz. that Jefus was one being, and 
fbe Chriji another, and that the proper 
Chriji came into Jefus at his baptifii^, John 
alfo bears his ftrongeft teftimony againft it ; 
and he lays no lefs ftrefs on a right faith 
in this refped than in the other, 1 John ii. 

P4 ^I* 
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21. / have not written unto you hecaufe ye 

J^now not the truth, but becaufe ye know it, and 

that no lye is of the truth. IV ho is a liar ^ but 

he that denieth that Jefus is the Chriji ? He 

is antichrijl that denieth the 'Father and the 

Son. IVhofoever denieth the Son, the fame hatb 

not the Father. This alfo may explain what 

Peter meant by denying the Lord that bought 

them^ as it may be fuppofed that he meant 

denying Jefus to be the Chrift. i John 

iv. 15. JVhofoever Jhall confefs that Jefus is 

the Son of God (which is equivalent to being 

the Chriji J God dwelleth in him, and be in 

God 'y chap. v. 5. Who is he that over comet b 

the world, but he that believeth that Jefus is 

the Son of God. From the conclufion of 

John's gofpel we may infer what feveral of 

the ancients have afferted, viz. that he wrote 

it with a particular view to refute the 

Gnoftics. Chap. xx. 31. Thefe are writ^ 

ten that ye might believe that Jefus is the Son 

of God, and that, believing, ye might have life 

through his name. 



SECTION 
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SECTION VI^ 

Qfihe DoSlrineof the Gnojlics with reJpeSi 

to Martyrdom. 

AN obvious confequence of denying the 
reality of Chrift's flefli and blood was, 
that he. never really fuffered. This, in- 
deed, the Gnoftics contended for, as his 
prerogative and excellence; thinking all 
the afFeftions of the flefh reproachful to a 
being of his high rank and natural dignity. 
Some" of them, rather than . fuppofe that 
Chrift really fuffered, faid that it was not 
even Jefus, but Cimon of Gyrene, who 
carried the crofs after him, that was hung 
upon it 5 and that Ghrift, feeing this from 
^ diftance, laughed at the miftake of his 
enemies, and then returned to his Father 
who had fent him. This notion is by 
Theodoret afcribed to Bafilides *. 

lAEivai TO 'sroSo^ vofita^evla eivau xp^rcv ' rov h xp^sw voppu^tv opavla^ 
yi'Kav Tm Ixiamv mv aTrwoiav, eiff tfrspov^ aTriT^v vpog rov aT^orsi" 
^la, H«r. Fab. lib. i. cap. 4. vol. ^f. p. 195. 

As, 
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As, in the opinion of the Gnoftics, 
Chrift did not really fufFer, we are not 
furprized to find that, in general, they did 
not allow the obligation of martyrdom. 
Irenaeus fays, that fome of them defpifcd 
the martyrs, and reproached them for their 
fufFerings*. Clemens Alexandrinus fays, 
that fome of the heretics argued againfl: 
martyrdom, faying, that ** the true mar- 
*^ tyrdom, or teftimony to the truth of God, 
'* was the knowledge of the true God ; and 
** that he was a feJf-murderer who con* 
*' fefled Chrift by giving up his life ^.'* 

In order to extenuate the merit ofmar- 
tyrdom, Bafilides maintained, that the mar-p 
tyrs not being perfectly innocent, fuiFered 
no more than they deferved J, But this 

* Et cum haec ita fe habeant, ad tantam temeritatera 
progrefli funt quidam, ut ctiam mariyres fpernant, ct vitur 
perent eos qui propter Dotnini confcHionem occiduntur* 
Lib. 3. cap. 20- p. 247. 

5eiXw5 ^tMioHO-i • fjLotpivpiav >^£yovleg ex7^o% ewM rrpj ts ov7ft)j ovlogymc'iv 
BiH * OTrep 1^ nfAsif ofAo?<oySfji£V * (povscx. h ccuIgv eivm eaul*^ j^ mMhat^ 

(jxffov HOfu^Hfffv.' Shern. lib.4. P-48i. 
% Clcjp. AJe;?. Strom. 4. p. 506, 

m 

he 
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he might hold, without denying the obli- 
gation to die in the caufe of truth^ 

According to Epiphanius, alfo, Bafilides 
held that martyrdom was unneceflury *, 
la the paflage quoted above from the 
epiftle of Polycarp, there is an allufion 
to this doctrine of the Gnoftics, ** Every 
*' one who (hail not confefs that Jefus 
** Chrift is come in the flefh is antichrift, 
** and whofoever fhall not confeft the mar- 
^^ tyrdom of the crofs is of the devil, and 
*^ whofoever fhall pervert the oracles of 
^^ God . to his own lufts, and fay there is 
** neither refurredion, nor judgment, is the 
*^ firft-born of Satan \^\ Here- is an enu- 
meration of the principal, at leaft; the mofl 
obnoxious tenets of the Gnoftics, who were 
the only heretics in that early age. 

In confequence of this maxim concern- 
ing martyrdom, the Gnoftics are^ faid to 

24. vol. I. p. 71. 

-f- Tlii; ya^, oj av fm OfJLoXoy^ Iyhthv %firov ev cra^Ki £^jj?u;^£vai. 
Afltx^irog £TL • i^ og czv fjLYi oyuQ^Joyn to fiafu^icv ra Toy^a^ &c ts 
iiaSoXa sri • k og av /heScJewi ra ^oypt t« xvoti 'S^og ret; i^iixg 

fn T8 lalava* Ep. Ad. Epht fefi.' 7 . p. 1 87. 

. have 



204 Tenets of the Gnojiics. Book I. 

have made no difficulty of eating things 
facrificed to idols^ though nothing can be 
more exprefsly forbidden than this pradlice 
is in the New Teftament ; as it makes one 
of the four articles of things prohibited to 
the Gentile converts by an aflembly of all 
the apoftles, is moft pointedly argued againil: 
by Paul, in his epiftles to the Corinthians, 
and is likev/ife feverely reprehended in the 
book of Revelation. 

In the didogue of Juftin Martyr, Trypho 
fays, that ** many who were called chrif- 
*^ tians ate of things facrificed to idols, and 
*^ faid there was no harm in it/' But it 
appears by Juftin's anfwer, that they were 
Gnoftics *. Irenaeus fays of the Valenti- 
nians, that, *^ without diftindtion, they ate 
" of things facrificed to idols, not thinking 
*' themfelves defiled by them, and were the 
" firft to attend the feaft^ in honour of the 
** heathen gods-f'/' The Nicolaitans alfo 

3^ ^eyo/AEVftw xf^riovwv, 'muv&cewfAm sdieiv Tct u^aT^^Jla^ )y /AnJsv an 
rsla &>xm\z<T^cu >xy£iv. P. 207. 

i K.OU ya^ eiSa?^ula a^ta^^o^ B^inai fjLviie fM'Ki/vza'^au im cuJI^ 
tiyaiAEVot . jy em *aa<rav tofiouniMV rav i^m te^zv eig rifAnv T«y 
ii^o)>juvyiV3fA£w\v'srp6)lot<rwia(Tiy> Lib, X. cap. X. p. 30. 

Auftxa 
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Auftin fays, facrificed to idols, and did not 
oppofe the Gentile fuperftitions *. 

Upon the whole^ this do<9:rine of the 
non-obligation of martyrdom, and the prac- 
tice of facrificing to idols, is fo generally 
laid to the charge of the Gnoftics, and it is 
fo confonant to their other principles, that 
it is impoffible not to give fome credit to 
the accounts. It is evident, however, that 
the charge was not univerfally true. Some 
Marcionites, in particular, had fo great a 
value for the gofpel, and held the obligation 
oi truth fp facred, that they fuffered mar- 
tyrdom rather than renounce, their profef- 
fion of chriftianity. In Eufcbius the Mar- 
cionites are faid to have boafted of many 
martyrs -f- ; and particular mention is made 
by him of one Afclepius, a Marcionite 
martyr J. 

* Hi nee ab iis quae idolis immolantur cibos fuos fepa* 
rant, et alios ritus gentilium fuperftitionum non adver- 
fantur. Catalogus Haer, vol. 6. p. 14. 

'\ Km 'sr^Qiloi ye 01 aito 1^ Ma^wovo; Mpstreo^ M.afiasivirou xa?»' 
/xivot, "oT^intg offsg ex,eiv Xf ifs fiafafo^ XByaa-iv • aX^d( rov yt TC^irov 
M/lov fcala a?<yiQeiav tuc o/xo^C78(r< Htli. lib. 5. cap. l6. p. 232. 

t De Martyribus Paleftinae,<cap. lo.* p..4S(6* 

We 
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We may learn from the New Teftament^ 
that fomeperfonSprofefling chriftianity did 
n.t, for fome time at leaft, refrain from eat- 
ing things facrificed to idols, or from for- 
nication. But though this might be from 
want of confideration, rather than from 
principle, the apoftle Paul does not fail to 
expoftulate with them with peculiar ear- 
neitnefs on the fubjeft. See i Cor. x, 20. 
a Cor. vi. 16. See alfo what he obferves 
concerning the neceffity of all who would 
walk godly in Cbrijl Jefus^ fnf^^^^S P^Kf^" 
cution^ 2 Tim. iii. 10. with the enumera-* 
tion of his own fufFerings in feveral places^ 
-which feems to allude to the contrary prin- 
ciples and practices of others^ 

There are alfo perfons charadterized by 
holding the doSirlne of Balaam^ both in the 
fecond epiftle of Peter, the epiftle of Judc, 
and the book of Revelation ^ and in this 
bopk, chap, ii. 14, they are defcribed as 
teaching to eat things facrificed to idols ^ as 
well as to commit fornication. It is pro- 
bable, that they were all the fame clafs of 
perfons, and that they were Gnoftics, who 
held thefe principles • The particular coni- 

mendation 
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mcndation given to the martyr Antipas, in 
this book, ch. ii. 13, and the reproof given 
to the church of Thyatira, for fuffering a 
per/on called Jezebel to teacb^ and to feduce 
perfons to eat things facrtficed to idols ^ chap, 
ii, 20. (hews that there were of thefe Gnof- 
tics when that book was written. 

Alfo the folemn promife at the conclu- 
fion of each of the epiftlcs to the kvzvi 
churches, of efpecial favour to thofe who 
ihould overcomey plainly points out the ob- 
ligation that chriftians were under to main* 
tain the truth at the hazard of their lives. 
Nothing can more clearly prove this obliga- 
tion on all chriftians, than our Lord's own 
do<9:rine and example. Matt. x. 39. He that 
findeth his life Jloall lofe it^ and he that lofetb 
his Ife for my fake jh all find it. But his 
Qwn death, with refpe<9: to which we arc 
particularly exhorted to follow his example, 
is the ftrongeft fandlion that he could give 
to his precept on this head. 

Indeed, nothing but the fcnfc of this 
obligation, to maintain the profef&on of 
our faith in all events, could have fecurcd 
the prevalence of chriftianity in the world, 

and 
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and have enabled it to triumph over all the 
obftacles that it had to encounter. No-^ 
thin?: elfe could have been {o well calcu^ 
lated to give mankind in general fuch a 
full perfuafion of the Jtncerity of chriftians, 
and of their high fenfe of the importance 
of the gofpel, and confequently, to procure 
a proper attention to its principles, and gain 
converts to it. 



SECTION VII. 

The Gnojlics diJlfeUeved the RefurreSiion^ 

9 

^ L L the Gnoftics, without exception, 
from thofe who made their appearance 
in the time of the apoftles, down to the 
Manicheans, diibelieved the refurreiSion. 
They held matter and the body in fuch 
abhorrence, that they could not perfuade 
themfelves that the foul was to be incum- 
bered with it any longer than in this life. 
But they did not, therefore, give up all 
belief of future rewards and punifhments. 
They believed the immortality of the foul ; 

and 
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and that the foul, divefted of the body. 
Would be rewarded or punifhed according 
to the adlions performed in it, -Without 
• this there could never have been'any mar- 
tyrs at all among them, as we' have {tQn 
that there were amon^ the Marcionites. 

o 

* 

However, as the doftrine of 'a rcfur^ec^ 
iion makes fo great a figure ifi the chrif- 
tian fcheme, the Gnoftics, or atleaft fome 
of them, did not venture to deny it in 
words ; but they faid it was a figurative 
exiprcflion, and either related to the moral 
change produced in the minds of men by 
the preaching of the gofpel, or a rifing from 
this mortal life to an immortal one, after 
the death of the body. According to 
Epiphanius, Hierax faid that the refurrec- 
tion related to the foul, not to the body*, 
and the Manicheans faid that the death of 
v/hich Paul wrote was a ftate of fin, and 
the refurredlion a freedom from fin-f-, 

Haer. 67. vol. i. p. 709. 

f (^avalov^ ivlcw^a (patTi^ -^Jkv oC^Oso %£yn o 'aav>l^ »l to & 
afxapia, yinc^cci^ )^ avxrounv to tcov afAapliav o/JtoOOko^irsifM. Chry- 
foftom, in i Cor. 15. Opera, vol. xi, p. 66 J. 

Vol. I. P This 
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This muft have been the dodrine taught 
by Hymenaeus and Philetus, whofe words 
Paul fays, 2 Tim, ii, ij. did eat as doth a 
ccvikery and who erred concerning the truths 
faying that the refurreStion is faffed already^ 
and overthrew the faith of fome. It is 
pofTible, alfo, that Paul might allude to 
this dodrine of the Gnoftics, when, in the 
epiflle to the Coloffians, after fpeaking of 
their voluntary humility ^ ivorJJjipping ofafi-' 
gshy intruding into things which they had not 
feriy vainly puffed up in their flejhly minds ^ 
ch. ii. 1 8 (which are evident charaders of 
the Gnoftics) he added ver. 20. If ye be dead 
with Chriji from the rudiments of the world, 
IV hy^ as though living in the world, are ye 
fuhjeSl to ordinances \ as if, arguing with 
them on their own principles, he had faid. 
If the death from which we are to rife, be 
merely a death of fin, why do you continue 
to live as men of this world only ? And 
again, ch. iii. i. If ye then be rifen with 
Cbnjl^ feek thofe things which are above^ 
^a-hcxe ChriJl Jitteth on the right hand of God, 
i. e. If, as you pretend, the refurredtion be 
paficd already, and you be actually rifen 

again 
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agaia with^Chrift, live in a mannef agree- 
able to this new and better life. 

But in the fifteenth chapter of the firfl 
epiftle to the Corinthians, the apoflle ar-^ 
gues at large againft the doctrine of thcf 
falfe teachers in that churchy who held 
that the dead would noB rife ; and there- 
fore he proves the dodrine of an univerfal 
refurreftion from that of Chrift, and an- 
fwers the objeftions that were made to it 
from its feeming natural impoffibility. And 
it evidently appears from the w^hole tenor 
of the apoftle's difcourfe on this fubjed:, 
as well as from his eonfolatory addrefs to 
the Theffalonians, on the death of their 
chriftian friends^ that he. had no cxpefta- 
tion of any future life at all but on the 
dodtrine of a refurredion. If the dead rife 
noty he fays, 1 Cor^ xv, i6, then is not Chrifi 
raifed ; and if Chriji be not raifed^ your faith 
is vaWf ye are yet in your fns. Thefi they 
alfo who are fallen ajleep in Chrifi are perijhedi 
If in this life only we have hope in Chriji^ we 
are of all men moji miferable. And again^ 
Vef. 32, If the dead rife noty let us eat and 
drink for to-^morrow we die. In the wholef 

P 2 difcourfe 
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difcourfe he makes no account of, he docs 
jlot even mention, their doctrine of happi- 
nefs or mifery without the body. 

But the moft extraordinary circnmilance 
is that, after this pofitive aflertion, and 
copious illurtration of the doftrine of the 
refurredtion, it fhould ftill continue to be 
denied by the Gnoftics, who were not 
without refpedl for his authority and writ- 
ings. They even pretended that his writ- 
ings were in favour of their principles. 
Bardefanes appealed to the fcriptures, and 
propofed to abide by them*. The chief 
advantage which they imagined they had 
from the fcriptures on this fubjeft, was 
from its being faid by Paul, that Jlejh and 
blood could not inherit the kingdom of God, 
I Cor, XV. 50. Ambrofe fays that •* the 
*' heretics who deny the refurre<flion urge 
** its being faid, that they do not rife ia 
** the flefhf •" The Marcionites alfo pre- 

airo y^jo^uv^ »j ^eiaai^ Tii^ei<T%vat, Contra Marcioniias, p. 1 06. 
+ Sicuti i!li haeretici qui refurreftionem carnis negant, 
ad dicipiendas animas fimplicium, dicunt, his quia in 
carne oon refurganr. Dc Divinitate Filii, lib. i. cap. 3. 
Opera, vol. 4. p, 279. 

tended 
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tended to prove from the fcriptiires that 
the body would not rife again, *' becaufe 
*^ the* prophets and apoftles never men- 
** tioned fle(h or blood in a future ftate, 
*' but the foiil only. David/' they faid, 
** fpeak^ of his foul being delivered from 
^^ deaths Thou wilt not leave my foul 
^' in hell, &c,*" They alfo argued from 
God\s giving it a body as it pleafed Aim-f, 
It feems, therefore, that they thought 
that the grofs body being dropped in the 
grave, the foul would be clothed with 
fomething which, though it might be called 
a body, was of an etherial and fubtile nature, 
free from all the imperfeftions of the prefent 
body. And in this they have, in fome de- 
gree, the authority of the apoftle. But then, 
they held that whatever the change was, 
it took place at death, and that what was 

* Hekto (T£ aTTo yfo^avy oli lile *s:fo1>i^atj iile AttotoXoi f/mfmt 
tTfoiYia-avlo <rapKog n oufAcSogj cOO^ ^nyy^fi /t^ovn^ , w )^ nvxovlo trmcu. 

Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 136. 

t Ou Tulo ro (TOfAa T^yei aviToa^aiy «7^* f7ef ov, cmo t« Xeyeiv • f 
?f $£05 SiWiv cxuloi ataiJM^ Tta^cog u^sT^asv. Ibid. p. 1 43. 

P 3 ' com- 
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committed to the ground always remained 
there 'y whereas nothing could give any 
propriety even to the term rejurredlion^ if 
the body that died did not live again, how 
improbable foever it may appear to us. If 
nothing of that which dies is to appear 
again, in any future period of our cxiftence, 
there may be a new creation of men, but 
there cannot be zx\y proper refurreSiion. It 
feems to have been in oppofition to any ' 
other refurred:ion than that of a proper 
hody^ that, in the epiftles afcribed to Ig- 
natius, mention is made of the refurrciSlioii 
as being fiejhly^ as well as fpiritual^^ 

As the refurreftion was denied, or ex- 
plained away, by the Gnoftics in the age of 
the apoftles, and they appear, from other 
circumftances to have been Jews, it feems 
that their philofophy had prevailed over 
the principles of their former religion. 
This is the lefs to be wondered at, as the 
Sadducees, a confiderable fe£k among tjic 

K) avsirapi^ <7o^mm 7e )^ 'u?:ivu.£.\yjr,^ ice Ad. Smym. fedl. 1 2, 
p. 38, 

Jews, 
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Jews, and fufEciently attached to their re- 
ligion in other refpefts, did likewife difbe- 
lieve-the refurredion,. But then they dif- 
believed a future ftate in any form, which 
the chriftian Gnoftics did not. 



SECTION VIIL 

Of the Immoralities of the Gnojlics^ and th:ir 
Sentiments .with RefpeSi to Marriage, &c. 

•y H E contempt with which the Gnoftics 
treated the ioJy, was capable of two 
oppofite applications, and would therefore 
naturally operate according as perfons were 
previoufly difpofed, or as they werq in- 
fluenced by other principles: For either 
they would think to purify and elevate the 
foul by neglecting or macerating the body, 
rigoroufly abftaining from all carnal grati- 
fications ; or, confidering the afFedtions of 
the body as bearing no relation to thofe of 
the foul, they might think it was of no 
great or lafting confequence whether they 

P 4 indulged 



2 1 6 Tenets of the Gnojlics. Boo K I, 

indulged the body or not. It is well 
known that principles fimilar to theirs have 
had this twofold operation in later ages, 
leading fome to aufterity, and others to 
lenfual indulgence. 

That the principles of the Gnoftics had, 
in fad:, the worft of thofe influences in the 
age of the apoftles, their writings fuffi-* 
ciently evidence ; and though it is pro- 
hable/that the irregularities of the Gnoftics 

r 

were in a great meafure reprefled by thef© 
writings, fo that we hear lefs complaint of 
thefe things afterwards ; yet charges of this. 
kind are fo generally and fo ftrongly urged, 
and they are fo probable in themfelves, as tq, 
be entitled to fome degree of credit. In 
the treatife afcribed to Hermas, we read tha| 
fome thought " as the body was to perifh* 
" it plight fafely be abufcd to luft */' 
Eufebius fays, that ♦Mhe Nicolaitans, cq-- 
•^ temporary with Cerinthus, but a fedl of 
^* no long continuance^ \vere faid to hav^ 

* Atque eiiam vide ne quando perfuadeatur tibi interire 
corpus hoc, et abutaris eo in.libidine aliqua. Lib. j^ feft, 
7. p. 106, 

•' theif 
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'* their v/omen in common, on the maxims 
^' that it was lawful to abufe the flefh */' 
But, perhaps, the moft unej^ceptionablc 
evidence in this cafe may bethat of a hea- 
then philofophcr; and Plotinus reprefents 
the Gnofti'cs as ridiculing, all virtue. But 
as he intimates that thq goodnefs of their 
difpofitions might over-rule the influence 
of their principles, it is poffible that the 
Gnoftics themfelves might deny thS^t fup-. 
pofed tendency of their doctrines "f-. It 
was alfo generally faid, and probably with 
fome foundation, that the calumnies of the 
heathens againil the chriftians, as addidled 
to criminal indulgences, were occafioned 
by the practices of the Gnoftics, who called 

* Ajco^sdov ya^ Eivai ^ajUi mv 'srpa^iv raulxiv sfisiVYi rvi <pom rn o7t 
'S(xpaxpcu7^ai'Ty[(TapHi^iin Hift. lib. 3. cap. 25. p. 123. 

•j- O Je 7UJ70J «7of. Hi veaviJualepov^ rov rr^g zipovaiag Kvpiov^ -^ aJlm 
•njy tffpoimav^ /[Ae//C\|/«jU£va; . x) 'syavlag vo/Mig t8j evlau^a aStfjLaa-a^y 
K^ Tuv apHm tw e* 'ssaHog m xpm^ avsvpyifMsvYnv^ to, re aQ)(ppoveiv ts7o 
iv yehtSli ^SfjLZvog^ wa. /LOjJey koT^v tvlau^a, SVj o(pki'n vTrapxov . avziM 
TO, Te acofpovsiv^ )y rriv sv roig nQicrt (TVfjUpv rov ^iHouoo'uwiv^ mv TeAa- 
ftevnv e« ^ya ^ curxYio'ecogy )^ oXwf naS a (TTnsdcuog avSiw^r®- ocu 
yevoilo . ag ts auloi^ KolcP^iTrsa^ai tw rioovw }^ to iffspi aJlag^ )^ r^ 
a HOivov "ESpog ex>^g av^paTmg ' iyrorvg xp-^^> fJLOvov^ si fjLyilig tw <pua-et 
Tj) aulii kpeirlav £ly\ rosy hoym '' tiuv. En. lib. 9. cap. 13. p. 2 1 3. 

themfelves 
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themfelvcs chriftians, and were not diflin- 
guifhed from other chriftians by the hea« 
thens *. 

That thofe who arc confidered as heretics 
in the New Teftament were licentious in 
their manners, appears from* a variety of 
paflages. The apoflle Paul, applying to 
his own times the prophecies concerning 
the apoftacy of the latter days, fpeaks, 
(2 Tim. iii. i, &c.) of fome who, having the 
form of godltnefs^ dented thepowerof it^ being 
addidled to almoft every vice, which he 
there enumerates. He expreffes this with 
equal clearnefs, chap. iv. 3. For the time 
will come when they will not endure found 
doSlrine^ but, after their own lujisy they will 
heap to themfehes teachers^ having itching 
ears ; and they pall turn away their iars from 
the truthy and fo all he turned unto fables^ 

But the moft {hocking pidture of the 
irregularities of fome profefling chriftians, 
though, perhaps, in a ftate of feparation 

* Toi$ ?£ amiroi^ t^iav nso^:^ ^apex^^v xala m Beih hcfyn 

eSvsj Sia^oXw HaTaxscuevYif. Eufeb. Hi ft. lib. 4. cap. 7. 
p. 149 

2 from 
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frbm thofe who were termed catholic, is 
drawn by Peter in his fecond epiftle, and 
alfo by Jude. It is evident, that they are 
the fame perfons who are defcribed by them 
both ; and one feature in the account of 
Jude feems to fix the charge upon the 
Gnoftics. He fays, ver. 3. // was needful 
forme to write unto you y andr exhort you ^ that 
ye would earnefily contend for the faith once 
delivered to the faints. For there are certain 
men crept in unawares ^ who were before of old 
pre-'Ordained to this condemnation ; turning the 
grace of our God into lafcivioufnefsy and deny^ 
ing the only Lord God^ and our Lord Jefus 
Cbrijl. This denying of God and ofChriJl in 
Jude, the denying the Lord that bought them 
of Peter ^ and the denying that Chrijl is come 
in the fiejhy or that "fefus is the Chr/Jl, of 
John, were probably phrafes of the fame 
import, as they nearly refemble each other, 
and then there can be no doubt of the per- 
sons fo defcribed being Gnoftics. 

It is poffible alfo that, by denying the only 
Lord Gody Jude might mean their afcribing 
the making of the world to forae other being 
than the only true God, vy^hich was the blaf^ 

phemy 
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phemy agalnft God with which the Gentile 
Gnoftics were. charged ; though this is the 
only circumftance that can lead us to think 
that the apoftles had to do with any fuch 
Gnoftics, But this is very poffible, as 
there is no circumftance in this cpiftle 
that fhews thefe particular Gnoftics to have 
been Jews ; no hint being given of their 
bigotted attachment to the law of Mofes. 
If the Gnoftics that' Jude alludes to were 
Gentiles, this may alfo have been the cafe 
with thofe of whom John writes. That 
they were the fame defcription of perfons 
there can be no doubt ; and even John fays 
nothing of their attachment to the law. 

Alfo, the fame perfons whom John cha* 
raderizes, by faying, they denied that Jefus 
is the Chrifly and that Cbrijl is come in the 
fejijy he reprefcn'ts, |[ John iv. 5. as of the 
ivorU, and f peaking of the world*, and fays 
that therefore the world heareth them. It 
was, probably, in oppofition to the h'cen- 
tious maxims of the Gnoftics, that John 
enlarges fo much on the moral influence 
of true chriftianity in his firft epiftle ; as 
1 John iii. 3, &c. Every man that hath 

this 
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this hope in him purijieth himfeify even as he 
is pure. JVhofoever commit teth fin ^ tranf^ 
grejfeih alfo the laWyfor fin is the tranfgrejfion 
of the law. And ye know that be 'was mani-' 
fejied to take away finsj and in him is no fin^ 
IVhofoever abideth in him finneth not. Wbo^ 
foever finneth hath notfeen him^ neither known 
him. Little children^ let no man deceive you "^ 
he that doth rigbteoufnefs^ is rigbteous'j even 
as he is righteous. Wbojoever is bornofGod^ 
doth not commit fin, for bis feed rematnetb in 
him J and be cannot fin ^^ becaufe be is born of 
God. 

Here feems to be an allufion to licentioua 
principles, as well as praftices. The deeds 
of the NkolaitanSy who were Gnoftics, men- 
tioned Rev. ii. 6. were probably fonie im- 
purities, or vicious pradtices; and as it isi 
fome times called iYiq doSirine of the Nicolai^ 
tanSi as ver. 15. that is fpoken of with fuch 
abhorrence, it is probable that they vindi- 
cated their practices by their principles, 
Befides, vices would hardly be laid by the 
apoftles to the charge of men, as known by 
a particular name, if they were not vices 
avowed by thofe who bore that name. 

I In 
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In general, however, it muft be acknow- 
ledged, that the Gnoftics, at lead thofc of 
a later period, were advocates for bodily 
aufterity and mortification ; thinking the 
body, in all cafes, a clog to the foul, and 
that all fenfual indulgence, even fuch as was 
deemed lawful by others, had an unfavour- 
able operation. Saturninus, as Theodoret 
fays, taught that '* marriage was the doc- 
*' trine of the devil *'." And we may . 
clearly perceive^ from Paul's firft epiftle to 
the Corinthians^ and other parts of his 
writings, that fimilar principles were in-* 
culated by the falfe teachers of his day. 
Hence^ probably, the queftions about mar- 
riage propofed to him by the chriftians at 
Corinth, and his decifion, Hcb. xiii. 4* that 
marriage is honourabky and the bed undejiled. 

That he might allude to the Gnoftics in 
the epiftle to the Hebrews, is not impof- 
fible, as they were Jewifh Gnoftics that he 
had to do with, and they were ftrenoous 
advocates for the law of Mofes \ and againft 
that part of their fyftem much of the epiltle 

Haer. Fab- lib. i. cap. 3. Opera, vol.4, p. 194. 
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is diredled. But towards tlie conclufion, he 
feems to defcant upon other parts of it ; 
and prefently after the above-mentioned ob- 
fervation concerning marriage, he fays, Be 
not carried about with divers and Jirange 
doSlrineSy which, no doubt, alludes to the; 
Gnoftics, as in fimilar expreffions, he cer- 
tainly does refer to them in various parts 
of his writings. 

This dodlrine of the prohibition of mar- 
riage, it is evident, that Paul thought very 
ill of, by his making it one of the charac- 
ters of the great apojiacy of the latter times, 
1 Tim, iv. 3. Forbidding to marry ^ and com^ 
manding to abjlain from meats, &c. 






SECTION IX. 

Of the Gnojlic Teachers giving Lediures for 

Money. 

'^P H E Gnoftics were not only perfons ad- 
dicted to the philofophy of their times, 
(many of them being, as we may prefume 
from this circumftancc, in the higher clafTes 

' of 
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of life) but having had the advantage of a 
liberal education, many of them had fludied 
eloquence, and, like the philofophers pf an- 
tiquity, gave ledlures, or harrangues, for 
money. It has been feen in the paflages 
quoted from Origen and others, that the 
preaching of the Gnoftics was faid to be 
calculated to pleafe, rather than to edify their 
hearers, which was probably done by de- 
livering fuch difcourfes as Plato, and other 
philofophers did, "who received money from 
their pupils. To this cuftom there are many 
allufions in the New Teftament, efpecially 
in the two epiftles of Paul to the Corin- 
thians, in which he oppofes his own con- 
dufl: (he having worked with his ovirn hands 
among them, to maintain himfelf, while he 
preached to them gratis) to that of thefe 
teachers, who made' a gain of them. 

They are thus defcribed Titus u 9^ 
that be (viz. the bifliop) may be able By. 
found dodtrinCy hoih to exhort ^ and to convince 
the gainfayers. For there are many unruly 
end vaifi talkers y and deceivers^ efpecially they 
of the circumcifion^ wbofe mouths niuji be 
flopped^ ivbo fulnjert whole boufeSy teaching 

things 
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things which they ought not, for filthy here's 
fake. Thofe alfo who, Peter fays (2 Pet. 
ii. 1, &c.) brought in damnable herefiesy de-^ 
nying the Lord that bought them^ did like- 
wife through covet eoufnefs with feigned words^ 
make merchandife of their hearers. 



SECTION X. 

Of the refraBory Dijpofition of fome of the 

Gnojiics. 

'P H E R E is another circumftancc which 
diftinguifhed the Jewifli Gnoftics of the 
apoftles times, and perhaps thofe of no 
other, which was the high fenfe they had 
of the dignity of their nation, their averfion 
to the Roman government, and indeed to all 
fubordination. On this account the apof- 
tles frequently urged the ncceffity of a due 
fubjedion to fuperiors, and the propriety 
of prayer being made for all men, as for 
kings, &c. This Paul particularly en- 
joins Timothy with rcfpedl to the church 



^- f 
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at Ephefus, where there were many Gnof* 
tics, I Tim. ii. i* I exhort ^ therefore^ firjl of 
allj that fuppttcat tons ^ prayers^ interceffiomf 
and giving of thanks^ be made for all men : fir 
kings, and for all that are in authority. The 
fame charge he gives to Titus (chap.iii. i) 
Tut them in mind to he fubjedl to principalities^ 
and powers, to obey magijirates, &c^ Peter 
alfo fpeaks of them (2 Pet. ii. 10) as defpifers 
of government, prefumptuous, f elf -^willed, not 
afraid tofpeak evil of dignities ^ and ven 19. 
2iS promifing men liberty, Jude alfo defcribesi 
them (ver. ^^ as defpifng dominion, zndfpeak^ 
ing evil of dignities • 

This promife of liberty they might ex- 
tend to the Gentile chriftians 5 and for 
this reafon the apoftle Paul might think it 
neceffary to urge the obligation of chriflian 
flaves to continue in fubjedion to their 
mafters, 1 Tim. vi. 1. Let as many flaves as 
are under the yoke, count their own majleri 
worthy of all honour, that the name of God, arid 
his do£irine be not blafphemed.-^ — If any man 
teach otherwife (from which it is evident, 
that fome had done fo) and confent not to 
wholefome words, even to the words of our 
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Lord Jefus Chriftf and to the do^rine which 
is according to godlinefs^ he is pfoud^ knowing 
nothings but doaiing about quejiions, andjlrife^ 
of words^ &C4 This circumftance clearly 
marks the Gqoftics, arid thei*efore makes it 
highly probable^ that the other do<Strine, 
coiKerning freedom from Servitude, was 
taught by the fame per fons4 






SECTION XI. 

Of public Worjhip among the Gnojiku 

V 

^S the Gnoftics were philofophieal atld 
fpeculative people^ and affected refine«« 
ment, they did not make much account 
oi public worjhip^ or of pofitive infti- 
tutions of any kind. They arc faid to 
have had no order in their churches. We 
do not hear much of their having regular 
bifhops among themV and^ making them-» 
felves by this means much lefs confpicuous 
than other chriftians, they were not fo 

0^2 much 



2lS Tenets of the Gtiojiks. Booit I* 

much cxpofed to perfecutlon, even though 
they had not been difpofed to make im- 
proper compliances in order to avoid it. 

A particular account of the diforderly 
ftate of church difcipline among the Gnof* 
tics may be feen in Tertullian. He dc- 
fcribes it as ** without dignity, authority^ 
** or ftriftnefs. It is uncertain," he fays, 
** who is a catechumen, or who one of 
** the faithful, as they all attend the 
** worfhip, hear, and pray in common* 
*^ They are all conceited, and promife to 
** inftruft others. They are proficients 
*^ before they are properly catechumens. 
" How noify are their women, how they 
** have the aflurance to teach, to difpute, 
*' exorcife, undertake cures, and perhaps 
** baptize. Their ordinations are hafty, 
** light, and inconftant. Sometimes they 
** advance mere novices, fometimes perfons 
•' engaged in fecular bufinefs, and fome- 
** times apoftates from us. To-day one man 
^* is the bifhop, to-onorrow another. To-day 
*^ he is a deacon, who to-morrow will be a 
'* reader. To-day he is a prefbyter, who 

** to morrow 
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*^ to-morrow will be a layman; for they 
*' impofe on the laity the funftions of the 
** clergy. They have no reverence for 
** their clergy. Many of them have no 
" churches, &c.* 

In an epiftle afcribed to Ignatius, w^ 
read that ** fome abftained from the Eu- 
^' charift, and from prayer, becaufe they did 
^' not acknowledge the Eucharift to be the 
** flefli of the body of our Saviour Jefus 
** Chrifl, which fufFered for our fins, and 
** which the father in his goodnefs raifed 

* Non omittam ipfius etiam convcrfationis baereticae 
dercriptionem quam futilis, quam terrena, quam humana 
fit, fine gravitate, fine authoritate, fine difciplina, ut fidei 
fuae congruens. Inprimis quis catechumenus, quts fidelis, 
incertum eft; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter 
orant.-r-OiTines tument, omnes fcientiam pollicentur. Ante 
funt perfe£ti catechumeni quam edo<Sli. Ipfs mulieres 
haeretica? quam procaces^ quae audeant docere, contendere, 
exorcifinos agere, curationes repromittere, forfitan et tin- 
gere. Ordinationes eorum temerariae, leves, inconft^antes. 
Nunc neophytos conlocant, nunc fasqulo obftriftos, nunc 
apoftatas noftros. Alius hodie epifcopus, eras alius ; hodie 
diaconus qui eras ledtor ; hodie prefbyter qui eras Uicus ; 
nam et laicis faecerdotalia munera injungunt. — Nee fui^ 
praefidibus revercntiam noverint. Plerique nee ecclefias 
habent, &c. De Praefcriptionc, fcdl. 4 1 . p. 21 7 . 

CL 3 " "P-" 
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'' up," •* It is proper," therefore," ho 
fays, *^ to abftain from fuch, nor fpeak of 
** them in private, or publicly, but attejicf 
^* to the prophets, and efpecially the gof- 
^* pel, in which the fuffering (of Chrift) is 
** manifeft to us^ and the refurredion cdm^P 
*' pleted, and avoid divifions as, the prin-^ 
'^ cipal beginning of evils*/' Clemens 
Alexandrinus fpeaks of the herefy of Prodi- 
cus who rejeded prayer -f. Origen jJfo fays 
there ^' are fome who fay that men opght 
** not to pray, admitting of no external 
^* figns, ufing neither baptifm, nor the 
^^ Lord's fupper ; perverting the fcrip- 
^* tures, faying that fomethin^ clfe thaii 
^' prayer is meant by them;^/' 

UpiTTov at eriv amtxt^oa rav toivIuv, k, fii{le Mat liuof wt^ aAt9 
ha>£iv^ fM{le Koivn ' 'ffpocrtxstv h rot^ wpofiShui, ^cuftk^ 3e T^wfl^ 
7^^fa}, £v o) ro 'moB®' lyuv ie^ifO^ai^ x^ it amratrtirHeXEUileu * tug ^ 
/jLE^uTfjus^ ^evyzlsy ng Offxnv Hoxm. Smyr. feft. 7. p. 37. 

f Evlcu^a yevofjLEvog wsfjofsa^ rmf VEpi m fsn ^iv cigc^Soi mfog 
TiwDv ilefdio^^ Tvleriv ruv ayi/fi tttv Il^oSutt amciv Vtf^^ioryqpuiwi^ 
ioyfjtala, Strom. 7. p. 722. ' 

:|: Km wept m fjofi ieiv wx^^eu 3c3Lv>Au moffii rmf * ns yw^ 
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As many of the Gnoftics thought that 
Chrift had no real body, and therefore had 
xiot proper flefh or blood, it fhould feerrx 
that, on this account, when they did cele- 
brate the eucharift, they made no ufe of 
wine^ which reprefents the blood of Chrift, 
but of water only, Clemens Alexandrinus 
fpeaks of fomc who ufed water only in the 
eucharift, and they were evidently Gnoftics, 
or heretics who had quitted the church *. 
With a view to this, Cyprian orders that 
wine be ufed in the eucharift, and not 
water •!•• Chryfoftom fays, that ** Chrift 

tttxfi^punpi Xf^f^o^^ ovxofavliivleg rag ypafa; ag j^ ro evx^c^ai rtHo 
Oradone^ fefi. ijp 

cupz<r£aVf ifJi^pamiy rarkayig mfiy^a^. m^ y»f o* j^ t/S^p if'iAoy 

^X'^^f^^' Stroai« lib. i. p« 317. 

f Admonitos autem nos fcias, iit in caltee offerendo 
Dominica traditio fervetur, neque altud fiat a nobis quam 
quod pro nobis. Dominus prior fecerit ; ut calix qui in 
commemoratione ofFertur mixtus vino offeratuf, Nam 
cum dicat Chriftus, ego fnm vitis vera^ fanguis Chrifl:i\ 
non aqua eft utique, fed vinum. Non poteft videri fan- 
guis ejus, quo redempti et vivificati fumus, efle in calice, 
quando vinum defit calici, quo Chrifti fanguis oftenditur^ 
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** drank wine after his refurredtion, in order 
*^ to eradicate the pernicious herefy of thofc 
** who ufed water inftead of wine in the 
** eucharift*/' 

It is not improbable, however, but that 
many of the Gnoflics might decline the ufe 
of wine in the celebration of the eucharift, 
on account of their abftaining from wine 
altogether, as a part of their fyftcm of bo- 
dily aufterity. Such, fays Beaufobre, were 
the principles of the Encratites, who ab- 
ftained from wine, flefh meat, and mar- 
riage -f*. 

We have fewer accounts of what the 
Gnoftics thought or did with refpe^ t0 
baptifm^ but it feems that fome of them at 
leaft difufed it. TertuUian fpcaks of the 
Cajanan herefy, as excluding baptifm J: 

qui, fcripturarum omnium facramento ac tcftimonip, effq. 
fus prasdicatur.' Epift. p« 148. 

nffm^av 'srgo^^i^ov avotoTtm . ticBiirt x) tm^ suri ev roi^ [Mnwoi^ liicOi 
Hsx^/^^' In Matt. 26. Opera, vol. 7. p. 700/ 

t Hiftoire de Manicheifmc, vol. 2. p. 724. 

i Atque adeo nuper converfata iflic qyaedam d^ Gaiaqa 
haerefi vipera venenatifEma dodlrina fua plerofquc rapuit» 
in primis baptifmum deftrucns, De Baptifmo, fed, i. 
Opera, p. 224, 

Valentinqsi 
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Valentinus, Jerom fays, pleaded for two 
baptifms*. But what he meant by this 
does not appear. Perhaps he might fay 
that there was a fpiritual baptifm, as well 
as a carnal one, and that the former fuper- 
feded th« latter, which is the doftrine of 
the Quakers. 

The Gnoftics did not rejeft the fcrip- 
tures ; but, as I have already fliewn, they 
appealed to them, and defended their doc- 
trines from them. But as they did not 
confider them as written by any proper 
infpiration, they feem to have thought 
themfelves at liberty to adopt what they 
approved, and to neglefl: the reft; with- 
out difputing their genuinencfs. This, 
indeed, was not peculiar to them, but feems 
to have been a liberty taken by other pri- 
mitive chriftians, who, living near the times 
of the great tranfadtions recorded in the 
gofpel hiftory, might think themfelves as 
good judges with refpeft to them, as thofe 
who undertook to write hiftories. Thus 
the Ebionites made no public ufe of any 

* Unum baptifma et contra Valentinum facit, qui duo 
b^ptjilh)au ciTc contendit* In £ph. cap. 4, Opera, vol. 6. 

other 
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other gofpel than that of Matthew, though 
they might eafily have had the other gof- 
pels, and the reft of the books of the New 
Teftament, tranflated for their ufe ; and it 
appears from Jerom, who faw that gofpel 
as ufed by them, that it was not exactly the 
fame with our copies • It is well known^ 
that their copies of Matthew's gofpel had 
not the ftory of the miraculous conception i 
and they alfo added to the hiftory fuch cir-» 
cumftances as they thought fufEciently aut 
thenticated. No lefs liberty was taken by 
the Gnoftics, Cerinthus, fays Philafter» 
enjoined the obfervance of the Mofaic law, 
rejedted Paul, and admitted the gofpel of 
Matthew only, agreeing with Carpocratet 
with refpeft to the nativity of Chrift*. 

Making any alteration in the books of . 
fcripture was called corrupting them ; and 
this, no doubt, was done by the Gnoftics , 
but they could not thereby intend to impofc 
their alterations upon the world, as the 

* Carpocras — Chriftum de feipine Jofcph natum arbif 
tratur. Cerinthus fucceffit huic errori, docens de genera- 
tione itidem falvatoris, docet circumcidi et fabbatizari — . 
apoftolum Paulum non accipit — Evangelium fecundum 
Matthxum folum accipit, &c, Eib, Pat, vol. 5. p. 15, 

genuine 
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genuine writings of the apoftles ; for that 
they muft have known to be impoffiblc. " 
It is, therefore, rather to be fuppofed, that 
they retained pnly fuch parts of them as 
they thought the mpft ufeful i and in this 
they would naturally be biaiffed by their pe^ 
culiar principles. 

This charge of corrupting the fcriptures 
does not afFcft all the Gnollics. *' I know 
^^ of iTone," fays Origcn, '* who corrupt 
^* the gofpel, except the difciples of Mar-p 
^* cion and Valentinus, and thofe of Lu-^ 
^' cian *." ^' The Marcionites," fays Chry. 
foftom, *^ ufe only one gofpel, which they 
** abridge, and mix as they pleafe -f*," 
What were all the particulars of Marci- 
on's alterations of the gofpel, we are not 
informed, but he began the gofpel of Luke 

with the third chapter, thus, ** In the 15th 
year of Tiberius CaBfar:j; ;** and this was 

* Melax,otpoeioa/locg Ss to evafysT^iv oX^s; sx oi^a ti th; amo M^- 

Celf. lib.2. p. 77. 

f Ouh yoLp tJapaiexinflM nv; BvoTyeyurag avcaUag. oxx' tva puma, 
j^ avlov TTBpuio^avlei ^ ovyxictvleg tag ^Hhcvlo. In Gal. I. Opera, 
vol. 10. p- 971* 

t Tai/7a wavia veputoij/ai aTrtTrriiivrE ^ apx^ m £vafy£>Jis tla^ 
nctuhfv, — Ev r« 'meyltKoiSiEmlu elei Ti^spia Kamaf®'. Epiphs^- 

JUUS| Haer«42. Opera, vol. i. p. 312. 

2 owing 
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owing to his not giving credit to the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, contained in 
the two firft chapters. 

We could not, however, have concluded 
from this omiflion, that Marcion thought 
them not to have been written by Luke^ 
if he had not exprefsly maintained this, as 
we are informed by TertuUian, who, fpcak^ 
ing of the two copies of Luke's gofpcl, his 
own, and Marcion' s, fays, ** I fay that mine 
** is the true copy, Marcion that his is fo. 
** I affirm that Marcion's copy is adulte- 
*' rated; he, that mine is fo*." He adds, 
that his own copy was the more ancient^ 
becaufe Marcion himfelf did for fomc time 
receive it. But this he might do till, on 
examination, he thought he faw fufficient 
reafon to rejedt it. Cerinthus, Carppcrates^ 
and other early Gnoftics, rejedfed the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, as well as 
Marcion and the Ebionites, 

* Ego meum dico verum, Marcion fuum. Ego Mar- 
cionis affirmo adultcratum, Marcion meum. Adv. Mar* 
cionem, lib. 4. cap. 4. p. 415. Quod vero pertinet ad 
cvangelium interim Lucae ^— *adeo antiqiiius Marciooe 
cfi ut et ipfe iUi Marcion aliquando crcdiderir. Ibid. 

CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

The Gnojlics were the only ^Heretics in early 

times. 

TT appears from the evidence of all anti- 
quity, that the Gnoftics were always 
confidered by other chriftians as heretics •, 
and though there were of them in the 
church of Corinth, and alfo in that of 
Ephefus, and other churches at firft, they 
cither foon feparated themfelves from the 
communion of other chriftians, or were ex- 
pelled from it; fo that when the apoftle John 
wrote they were a diftindt body of men, dif- 
tinguiihed by peculiar names. It is eafy to 
(hew, from ecclefiaftical hiftory, not only that 
the Gnoftics were confidered as heretics^ but 
that they were the only perfons who were con- 
fidered in that light for two or three centu- 
ries after Chrift. But before I enter on the 
proof of this, it may not be amifs to make a 
few obfervations relating to herefy^ and the 

ideas of the ancients concerning it. 

SEC- 
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SECTION L 

O/* Herejy in generaL 

fj £ R E S T properly fignifies a dhijlon^ or 
feparatioriy and therefore was ufed to 
exprefd ^ part detached from a large body 
of men. In this cafe^ the largef body, of 
majority^ would, of courfe, entertain an un- 
favourable opinion of them ; but the mi-^ 
nority, without denying that they were 
hereticsy or the minority^ would not think 
themfelves fubjedt to any juft opprobrium 
on that account. Thus, while the chrif^ 
tians were the minority among the Jews, 
and were confequently confidered as here<^. 
tics, Paul fays. Ails xxiv. 14. According td 
the way which they call herejy^ fo worfhip I 
the God of my fathers. As heretics, we 
alfo find that the chrillians were caft out 
of the Jewi(h fynagogues (which was a 
pattern for the chriflian excommunica^' 
tions) and yet it appears that^ for fome 

time^ 
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time, chriftians were admitted info the 
fynagogues, and allowed to preach, and 
difputc in them. 

Thus we find it to have been the cuftom 
of Paul, in all his apoftolical journeys, to 
begin with teaching in the Jewifli fyna- 
gogues, and th^it he continued fo to do, 
till, on account of their coming to no agree- 
ment, he was cither denied that liberty, 
or withdrew of his own accord. This 
was the cafe at Ephefus, where he fipft 
preached three months in the Jcwifli {y^ 
nagogue, but then left it, kdi% xix. 8^ 
And he went into the fynagogue^ and Jpake 
boldly for the /pace of three months^ difputing 
and perfuading the things concerning the king^ 
dom of God, But when divers were bar-- 
den ed and believed not^ but Jpake evil of that 
way before the multitude f he departed from 
them^ and feparated the difciples difputtng 
(or difcourling) daily in the fchool of one 
^yr annus* * 

In like manner, when the Gnojftics be* 
gan to diftinguifh themfelves, and to ht 
trottblefome in chriftian churches, in which 

they 
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they had been tolerated for a time^ they 
either feparated of themfelves, or were ex- 
pelled. Paul tolerated them for fome time 
at Corinth, and only gave orders for the 
excommunication of the inceftuous perfon, 
who is generally fuppofed to have been at 
the head of that party in the place ; and at 
Ephefus, he contented himfelf vsrith ex- 
communicating Hymeneus and Alexander. 
I Tim. i. 20. As Hymeneus denied the 
refurreftion, as appears from 2 Tim. ii. i8. 
it is probable that Alexander did fo too^ 
and therefore, that they w^ere both excom* 
municated as Gnpftics. 

Paul's diredtions to Titus were general, and 
decifive, requiring him to rejedt heretics after 
the firft or fecond admonition only ; hav* 
ing perhaps, from a more perfedl knov(^ledge 
of their chara<!^er, and a longer acquaintance 
with their conduit, found that there was 
but little profpedt of convincing them, and 
therefore thought that the fooner they were 
entirely feparated from the fociety of cbrif- 
tians the better. That they were Gnoftics, 
and Gnoftics only, concerning whom he 

gave 
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gave thefe direftions, is clear from the 
context, which I (hall therefore recite, 
Titus ill. 9. But avoid foolijh qiiejlions, 
and genealogies, and contentions^ and Jlrlvlngs 
about the law, for they are unprofitable and 
main. A man that Is an heretic, after thefirfi 
dndfecond admonition, rejeS, knowhig that he 
that Is fuch Is fubverted, and finneth, being 
condemned of blmfelf. He here probably 
alludes to the profligacy of fome of the 
Gnoftics, which he imagined they could not 
but themfelves think to be blameable. As 
to mere opinions, no perfon can adually 
hold any one, and at the fame time think 
it to be wrong, fo as to condemn hlmjelf 
for holding it \ and indeed thofe praftices 
which men really think to be juftified by 
their opinions, they muft themfelves con- 
fider as innocent, whatever others may 
think of them. 

With refpeft to dodlrlnes, this is a piece 
of juftice that Evagrius very candidly does 
to the heretics, after the feparation had 
continued a long time. '^ No heretics," he 
fays, " meant to blafpheme, but all thought 

Vol. I. R '' their 
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*« their opinion to be preferable to that of 
" thofe who went before them*." 

In the time of the apoftle John, the 
Gnoftics feem to have been entirely fc- 
parated from the church ; and it (hould. 
feem that they had generally retired of their 
own accord^ as may be colledfced from 
1 Johnii. 19. They went out from us, but' 
they were not of us ifor if they had been of us, 
they would no doubt have continued with us y 
but they went out^ that they might be made 
manfeft that they were not all of us. That 
thefe perfons were Gnoftics, is evident from 
the context. For in the verfe preceding, 
he had fpoken of there being many anti^ 
chriftsj and in verfe 22, he had defined 
antichrift to be one who denied that Jefus 
is the Chrijl, which is well known to be 
a Gnoftic dodtrine. 

It appears, however, from the book 
of Revelation, that there were excep- 

Hevo-us. Hifi. lib. i. cap. ii* p« 263. 

tions 
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tions in this cafe, and that Gnoftics' were 
not abfolutely excluded from all churches. 
There were Nicolaitans in the church of 
Pergamos, as well as others who did not 
come under that particular denomination ; 
for the Gnoftics were very e^rly divided 
into a Variety of fed:s and parties • Such 
perfons alfo there were in the church of 
Thyatira, Rev. ii. 14, 15, 20. As chrif- 
tians had no creeds in thofe days, any per- 
fon openly profefling chriftianity, might be 
a member of a chriftian church; and if 
he did not make himfelf troublefome by 
propagating offenfive opinions, would cer-»- 
tainly be allowed to continue in it. For 
this has been the cafe in all ages. After- 
wards the creed to which every perfon gave 
his affent atbaptifm, was fo framed as pur- 
pofely to exclude the Gnoftics, and then 
the feparation was complete, as will be 
fhewn in its proper place. 

In later times, wHefi there was a ftill 
greater diverfity of opinion among chrif- 
tians, the definition of a heretic came to be 
much more diifHcult, as is acknowledged by 
Auftin, ** Every error,'' he fays, ** is not 

R 2 ^' herefyp 
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'* berejy, though all herefy, which confifts 
'* in vice, muft be an error. What it is, 
** therefore, that makes a heretic, cannot, 
" I think, be ftridly defined, or at leaft not 
*' without difficulty^/' 

At length the rule in which chriftians 
acquiefced with the moft fatisfadiion, was to 
define that to be orthodox which was re- 
ceived in thofe great churches which had 
been founded by the apoftles, fuch as thofe 
of Rome, Antioch, and Jerufalem. Irena^us 
ftrongly urges this topic, faying, that the 
Valentinians were not before Valentinus, 
nor the Marcionites before Marcion, &c.-|- 
This is the /kort met /jod tdktn by Tertullian, 
in his treatife DcPrafcrlptione^ the great 

* Non enim omnis error haerefis eft, quamvis, omnis bae- 
rifis quaj in vitio ponitur, nifi crrore aliquo liaercfis effe non 
poffit. Quid ergo faciat haercticum, regulari quadam defi- 
nitione comprchendi ficui ego exiftimo, aut omnino non 
potcft, aut difficillime poteft. Index Haerefium, Pref. 
Opera, vol.6, p. ii. 

f Ante Valentinum enim non fuerunt, qui funt a Va- 
lentino ; neque ante Marcionem erant, qui funt a Mar- 
cione; neque omnino erant reliqui fenfus malign!, quos 
fepra enumeravimus, antequam initiatores et inventoifc, 
perverfitatis eorum fiercnt. Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

principle 
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principle of which is thus briefly exprefled 
by himfelf, '* That is the true faith, which 
" is the moft ancient, and that a corruption 
" which is modern*/' But then to de- 
terminc what was ancient, and what was 
modern, he appeals to the tenets of thofe 
churches, or rather the bifhops and clergy 
of thofe churches, at that time, without 
confidering what changes had, in a courfe 
of time, been gradually and infenfibly 
introduced into them-f-. In this man- 
ner, however, herefy, and novelty came to 
be confidered as fynonymous. Thus the 
term kaivoIoij.icl feems to be ufed by Atha- 
naiius:}:. Without attending to this cir* 

* Id efle verum quodcumque primum ; id effe adulterum, » 
quodcumque pofterius. Ad Prax. fe6l. i. p. 501. 
f Quid autqrppraedicaverint,id eft, quid illisChriftus re. 

velaverit, et hie praefcribam non alitor probari debere, nifi 
per eafdem ecclefias, quas ipfi Apoftoli condiderunt, ipfi eis 
praedicando, tarn viva, quod aiunt voce, quam perepiftolas 
poftea. Si haec ita funt, conflat proinde omnem doftrinam, 
quae cum illis ecclefiis Apoftolicis, matricibus et origina- 
libus fidei confpiret, veritati deputandam ; fine dubio tenen- 
tem quod Ecclefiae ab Apoftolis, Aportoli a Chrillo, Chrif- 
tus a Deo accepit. De Praefcriptione fe£b. 2i- p. 209. 

Can. Sabel. Opera, vol. i. p. 654, 

R 3 cumftancc 
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cnmftance, we {hall often be mifled in read* 
ing ecclefiaftical hiftory. For it is not un- 
ufual with hiftorians to fpeak of an opinion 
as newy when they themfelves have faid 
that was adopted from fome other pcrfon. 
Of this I (hall, in its place, give feveral 
inftances. 

In later times herefy pame to be diflin- 
guifhed from fcbijm by the former figni* 
fying a wrong opinion, and the latter 
an aftual feparation from the communion 
of the catholic church, though on iany 
other account. Thus Jerom defines the 
words *. 

As the great body of Qnoflics had no 
communion with the catholic .church, this 
very want of communion, on the principle 
above-mentioned, was alledged as a decifiv^ 
argument againft them. ** Heretics," fays 
Tcrtullian, *^ have nothing to do with our 
** difcipline. The very want of commu^ 
^* nion with us fhews they that are foreign 

* Inter haerefim et fchifma hoc interefTe arbitramur,quod 
hsrefis pervcrfum dogma habcat : fcifma propter epifco- 
palem difTentionem ab ecclefia pariter feparet. Opera, 
vol 6. p. 209. 

«tQ 
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"to us*." '* When.hcrefies and fchifms 
** Tofe afterwards," fays Cyprian, ** they fet 
^^ up feparate conventicles to themfelves, 
** and left the head and origin of truth +/' 
And again, ** If heretics are chriftians, why 
'* are they not in the church of God ;};?" 
Heretics are alfo fpoken of as out of 
the church by Eufebius§. *' Dionyfius," 
feys Athanafius, ** was no heretic, becaufe 
** he did not feparate himfclf from the 
** churchy/' ** It feemed proper," fays 
Bafil, ** from the beginning, to rejedthere-^ 
•* tics entirely ^/' *< Every heretic," fays 

♦ Hacretici autem nullum habent confortium noftrse 
dirciplina?, quos extraneous utique teftatur ipfa ademptio 
communicationis. De Baptifmo, fed. 15. p. 230. 

t £t cum haerefes et fchifmata poft modum nata funt 
dum conventicula fibi diverfa conftituunt, veritatis caput 
atque originem reliquerunt. Opera, p. 1 12. 

X Hacretici Chriftiani funt, an non ? fi Chriftiani funt : 
Cur in ecclefia Dei non funt. P. 234* 

ptTTofYfvaff^M 'BTols, Hlft. Hb. 5 cap. 20. p. 238. 

II Mv\h aul©- 0)^ Mp£(nv iH^utav eJjiX^e Tvig zx/O^na-iag^ De Sen- 
tentia Dionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p. 550, 

afxrl^piafiewi;^ eSble roivuv roig cl agx^ '^ A^ '^^ cu^iliHOiV fsav^ 
^j a&e7ncra<. Ad Amphiloch. Ep. Opera, vol. 3. p. 20- 

R 4 Jerom, 
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Jerom, ** is born in the church, but is caft 
** out of the church, and fights againft the 
«* church*." Auflin alfo fays, ** As foon 
*' as any herefy exifted, it feparated itfelf 
** from the catholic church -fS' 

This being the cafe, according to the 
uniform teflimony of all antiquity, in every 
period of it, it may be fafcly concluded, 
that though numbers of quiet people might 
continue in communion with the church, 
yet that the majority mufl have been fuch 
as were not deemed heretics ; efpccially as 
all perfons had equal liberty to retire, and 
fet up feparate places of worfhip, and the 
temptation to continue in. the church was 
not great. Since, therefore, there were no 
feparate places of worflhip for chriftians of 
any denomination, befides either thofe who 
were termed catholics^ or thofe who were 
called Gnojiicsy under fome name or other, 
it may be fafely concluded, that in thefe 

* Omiiis cnim hacrctlcus nafcitur in ccclcfia, fed de 
ccdcfia prujicitur, et contendit et pu gnat contra parentem. 
Injercm. :j:l>. vul.4, p. 277. 

t Statini cr.iiii unaqiisequc hacrcfis ut cxiftebat, et a 
ccngrcg?.tionc Catholic:^ communionis exibat, &c. De 
i>aptifnio contra Doii:;tiftas, lib. 5. cap. 19. vol. 7. p. 44 6. 

early 



-Chap. IV. the only Heretics. 249 

early times none could be deemed heretics 
bcfides the Gnoftics. 

When bodies of men diftinguifli them- 
felves fo much as to form feparate places of 
aflembly, they will of courfe be much 
talked of, and thence will arife a neceflity 
of giving them fome name^ by which they 
may be diftinguilhed from other clafles of 
men. The purpofe of difcourfe and writ- 
ing will make this unavoidable ; becaufe it 
is inconvenient frequently to ufe peri- 
phrafes, and long defcriptions of perfons 
or things. Accordingly, the difciples of 
'Chrift had not long been known as a fepa- 
rate body of men, before they were diftin- 
guiflied by the name of Nazarenes^ from 
Nazareth, of which place Jefus was, and 
then by that o( chriftians . 

As the Gentile chriftians ufed a different 
language from the'Jewifh, and of courfe 
held feparate affemblies, and -on other 
accounts had little communication with 
them, the latter came foon to be diftin- 
-guiflied by a peculiar name, viz. that of 
EbioniteSy which was probably given them 

by 
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by their unbelieving Jewifli brethren, or 
that of Nazarenes^ which, not being any 
longer ufed in Greek, as fynonymous to 
chriftiansy but retained by the Jews, was 
not wanting to diftinguifh the Gentile 
chriftians. 

For fimilar reafons, the Gnoftics were 
foon diftinguiflied by a variety of peculiar 
names, as Nicolaitans, Cerinthians, &c. 
infomuch, that other chriftians having no 
other name, this circumftance alone came 
to be confidered as a proof that all thofc 
who were known by thefe peculiar names 
were not chriftians. It may, therefore, be 
taken for granted, that all bodies of men 
who had no peculiar names by which they 
were diftinguilhed, were, in thofc early 
times, confidered as orthodox chriftians ; 
and this was the cafe with all the unitarians 
among the Gentiles, at the fame time that 
they are allowed to have been even the ma-^ 
jority of the unlearned among them. But 
of this hereafter.. 

A perfon difputing with a Marcionite 
fays, ** How can you be a chriftian, who 

" bear 
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'* bear not the name ; for you are not 
^* called a chriftian, but a Marcionite *?" 
Athanafius alfo argues, that *' Arians are not 
** chriftians, becaufe they bear his name, 
** and not that of Chrift +•" Chryfoftom, 
teaching how to diftinguifli the catholics 
from others, fays, that ** Heretics have fbme 
^* perfons by whom they are called, Ac- 
** cording to the name of the herefiarch, fo 
"^^ is the fedl. But no man has given us a 
^* name, but the faith itfelf J." Again, he 
fays, ** Were we ever feparated from the 
** church ? Have we herefiarch s ? Have 
** we any name from men ; as Marcion gave 
•* his name to fome. Manes his to others, 

tyap xJ^iTWBuo^ ovofjtaiEi cO<ha (lapaavisyii. Origen Contra Mar- 
cionites, p. 12* 

t Xpiriavoi ea-fxev )^ Koi^iUfie^a, Oi 3e ye roi$ cupelixoig oKO^^aV' 
7e?, xav fJLVpiag SiaSb^sj exwcriv, oX^a mafloi; to (myiM rs rrjv cu^etrif 
stpevpovlog ^epaaiVj afjL£}£i Ts'kEJIna'avlo^ Apstk, Contra Arianos, 
Or. I. Opera^ vol. i. p. 309. 

t Eftstvoi Bxao'i Ttvcc^ a^ m HaXsvlaiy cojla ts oupioMtpxf^^ iri>\ov^t 
To Gvoi/a^ K) SKarn atpecig optoioog. ^af nfjuv ocvnpfAsv ifJhj td^uHBv yifjuv 
ovofjux, rt h isiTiq auk. In A6la Apoft«cap. 15.' Horn. 33, 
vol. 8. p. 680. 
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'* and Arius his to a third part*." Ter- 
tulliari fays, " If they be heretics, they can- 
** not be chriftians-f-." 

I (hall now proceed to prove, by a great 
mafs of evidence, that the Gnoftics were in 
fadt conlidered as the only heretics in early 
times ; and it is particularly remarkablcj^ that 
the term heretic and Gnojlic had been fo 
long ufed as fynonymous, that there arc 
many inftanccs of their being ufed as fuch, 
long after the Arians, unitarians, and others 
had been decreed to be heretics, which is 
a plain proof of the long eftabliftied ufc of 
that term. In the inftances that I fhall 
produce, it will be exceedingly evident, 
that when the writers which I quote fpeak 
of herefy in general^ the circumftances of the 
difcourfe are fuch, as admit of no other ap- 
plication of the term than to the Gnoftics 
only. As this is an article of fome import- 
ance, I fhall produce a number of inftances 

* M>i yap aTTsa-x^a-us^a TY,g £XK\yi(Tta^ ' fivi yap aip£(riapxA 
sX^fAEV ' fit) yap aTT av^pcoTTuy fca?^fx€ha ' t^y\ yap nsspcrry^iJtJEv®' fifmv 
Tig eni', wctttw toj fisv MapKicov^ toj Se Mavixouog. tco Se ApEiog^ Tq^ 
Sg oTO^g Tig aipEjEug apxny©-. Ibid. p. 68 1 • 

t Si enim haerctici funt chriftiani efle non poffunt. De 
Prasfcriptione, feft. 37, p. 21 j. 

from 



Chap, IV. the only Heretics. 253 

from writers of every period ; and I' can 
affure my readers, that I could hav6 added 
greatly to the number of fuch quotations, if 
I had thought it neceflary. 

I (hall take the writers in the order of 
time ; but in addition to what I have al- 
ready faid concerning the apoftles, and the ' 
notice that they have taken of the Gnoftics, 
and efpecially concerning John, and the 
introdud:ion to his gofpel, Ilhall previoufly 
obferve, that the oldeft opinion on this fub- 
je6t, viz. that of Irenasus, is in favour of my 
fuppofition, that even, in the introduction to 
to his gofpel, he had a view to the Gnoftics 
only ; and by no means, as it was afterwards 
imagined, and to ferve a particular hypo- 
thefis, perpetually infifted upon by the later 
Fathers, the unitarians. 

Irenaeus fpeaking of the Cerinthians and 
Nicolaitans fays, that ** John meant to re- 
** fute them, and fhew that there is only 
*' one omnipotent God, who made all things 
** by his word, vifible and invifible, in the 
** the introdudiion to his gofpel*." *^ No 

* Omnia igitur talia circumfcribere volens difcipulus 
Domini, et rcgulam veritatis conftituere in Ecclefu quia 

eft 
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•' heretics/' he fays, *^ hold that the word 
*' was made flefh *." Again, he fays, 
John alludes to the Gnoftics both tn his 
gofpcl, and in his epiftle, and defcribes 
*' them by the name of Antichrift, and 
** thofe who were not in communion with 
** chriftians+." The whole of thcfc paf- 

ed unus Dcus omnipotens, qui per verbum fuum omnia 
fecit, et vifibilia, et inviftbilia ; fignificans quoque, quo-" 
niam per verbum, per quod Deus perfecit conditionem, m 
hoc et falutem his qui in conditione funt, praefiitit homini^ 
bus, fic inchoavit in ea qux eft fecundum evangelium doc- 
trina. In principio erat verbum. Lib. 3. cap. I-I. p. %lit 

* Secundum autem nullam fententiam haereticorum^ 
verbum Dei caro faSum eft. Ibid. p. 219. 

f Non ergo alterum filium hominis novit evangelium^ 
nifi hunc qui ex Maria, qui et paftus eft : fed neque C&rif-^ 
turn avolantem ante paffionem ab Jefu ; fed hunc qui na-^ 
tus eft, Jcfum Chriftum novit Dei filium, et eundem hunc 
pafllim refurrexlflc, quern admodum Johannes Domini dif- 
cipulus confirmat, dicens: Haec autem fcripta funt, vl% 
credatis quoniam Jefus eft Chriftus filius Dei, et ut crc- 
dcntcs, vitam aeternam habeatis in nomine ejus ; provi- 
dens has blafphemas regulas, quae dividunt Dominum, 
quantum ex ipfis attinet, ex altera et altera fubftantia 
dicentes eum faftum. Propter quod et in epiftota fua 
fic teftificatus eft nobis : Filioli, noviffima hora eft, et 
quemadmodum audiftis quoniam Antichriftus venit, nunc 
AntichriOi multi hQi funt ; unde cognofcimus quoniain 

I noyiffima 
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fages are well worth the reader's confidera- 
tion. 

He had the fame idea with refped: to the 
introdudtion to the gofpel of Matthew. 

noviffima hora eft. Ex nobis exierunt, fed non erant 
ex nobis ; fi enim fuiflent ex nobis permanfiffcnt utique 
nobifcum : fcd ut manifeftarentur quoniam non funt ex 
nobis. Cognofcite ergo quoniam omne mendacium ex- 
traneum eft, et non eft de veritate. Quis eft mendax, ni(i 
qui negat quoniam Jefus non eft Chriftus ; bic eft Anti- 
chriftus — Sententia enim eorum homicidialis,Deos quidem 
plures coniingens, et patres muJtos fimulans, comminuens 
autem et per multa dividens filium Dei : qiios et Domi* 
nus nobis cavere prsedixit, et difcipulus ejus Johannes in 
prssdidla epiftola fugere eos praccepit, dicens : Multi fe- 
du£):ores exierunt in hunc mundum, qui non coniitentur 
Jefum Chriftum in carne veniffe. Hie eft fedu£):or et Anti- 
chriftus. Videte eos, ne perdatis quod operatifilis. Et rurfus 
in epiftola ait : Multi pfeudoprophetac exierunt de feculo. 
In hoc cognofcite Spiritum Dei. Omnis fpiritus qui confi- 
tur Jefum Chriftum in carne veniiTe exDeo eft. Et omnius 
fpiriius qui folvit Jefum Chriftum, non eft ex Deo, fed ex 
Antichrifto eft. Haec autem fimiiia funt illi quod in evan«^ 
gelio diftum eft, quoniam verbum caro fa£(um eft, Et ha- 
bitavit in nobis. Propter quod rurfus in epiftola clamat. 
Omnis qui credit quia Jefus eft Chriftus, ex Deo natus eft ; 
unum et eundem fciens Jefum Chriftum cui apertae funt 
portse cceli propter carnalem ejus aflumpfionem : qui 
etiam in eadem carne in quae paftus eft, veniet^ glodam 
revelans Patris. Lib. 3. cap. 18. p. 241, 242* 

For, 
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For, fpeaking of thofe who faid that Jefus 
wiio was born of Mary was not the Chrift, 
he fays, *' The Holy Spirit forefeeing their 
** perverfenefs, and guarding againft their 
•* artifice, faid by Matthew, the generation 
*' of Chrift was in this wife*." 

With refpeft to the apoftle John, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus had the fame idea, when 
he faid, that '* They are the antichrift, in- 
*' tended by John in his epiftle, who rejedl 
** marriage, and the procreation of children, 
** being guilty of impiety towards the om- 
*' nipotent creator, the one God, that they. 
** may not be the authors of mifcry, and 
** fupply food for death +." CEcumenius 
alfo fays, that by antichrift John meant 
Ccrinthus, and thofe who wxre like him J, 

* Scd praevldcns fpiritus fanftus depravatores, ct prse-i 
muniens contra fraudulentiam eoriim, per Matthaeuin ait: 
Clirifli autem generatio fic erat. Lib. 5. cap. 18. p. 239. 

"f Tcij.SlE Eu^fjLug 3i* eyK^aleicx; ouTzQaaiv^ £*< te Tvt^xlian i^ Toy 
ayim Sn/x;Kf ycv tov nsaHcx^cOoca fiovov ^eov^ xj h^txaxaai fin Sciv vofO^ 
hx^^^ai yaficv, Xj 'sscuizTronav fj^rioe avlzKraysiv to moc/ao Svrvx*!" 

nr^iuiov ^£y, TO ts AttotcT^ Iwawa, io wv Av7txf trot zioT^^ ytyofourw* 
Strom. lil>. 3. p. 445. 
J Tixulo Je StjLwuv avocio; eM^eIj cO^v mou tovJwjjv, 1^ a^X» to» 

XOITQV . TCV jttEV I>1(78V, TOV «7rO TTIJ »yiO!^ MoCplOC^^ TOV h Xf ^W, TOF 



ejTEl 
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He alfo fays that, "Peter by thofe who 
** follow the flefli, meant the accurfed Ni- 
•* colaitans, as the Gnoftics, or Naafenes, 
** or Cerdonians^ for the mifchief goes by 
** many names J." 

This, I doubt not, was the truth of the 
cafe ; and if this apoftle expreiTed fo much 
indignation againft the Gnoftics, and the 
Gnoftics only (for no hint is given of there 
being more than one berefy that gave him 
any difturbance) it is plain that the unita-^ 
rians, who were always confidered as di- 
red:Iy oppofite to the Gnoftics, gave hin^ 
none* And yet not only the nature of the 
thing ihows, that there muft have been 
unitarians in the church at that time, but 
it was exprefsly allowed by all the Fathers, 
that the church was full of them, moft of 
them .difbelieving even the miraculous con- 
ception. But this will be difcufled more 
largely hereafter. 

fna-i riilcD tilog Mix^iro^ en. In i John 3. Opera, vol. 2. 
P- 573- 

* Asyti Se 'ssepi tcov xoSapoScovNaco^ailuv^ liloi FywrMftuv, vi Naaayi- 
vm^n Kspi^uviavay , iroT^wvfMs yap aulavn HOiaa, In 2 Pe:.Opera 

vol: 2. 542. 

Vol, I. S SECT- 
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SECTION IL 

Of Hercfy before Juflin Martyr. 

IGNATIUS frequently mentions herefy 
and heretics y and, like John, with great 
indignation ; but it is evident to every per- 
fon vi^ho is at all acquainted with the hif- 
tory, learning, and language of thofe times, 
and of the fubfequent ones, that he had no 
perfons in his eye but the Gnoftics only. 
I defire no other evidence of this, than a 
careful infpedion of the paffages. I fliall 
recite only one of them, from the epiftlc to 
the Smyrnaeans, fed:, 4, 5. in Wake's tranf- 
lation, p, 116. Speaking of his own fuffer- 
ings, he fays, ** he who was made a perfcft 
" man ftrengthening me. Whom fome^ 
*' not knowing, do deny, or rather have been 
** denied by him, being the advocates of 
** death, rather than of the truth; whom 
** neither the prophets, nor the law of 
** Mofes have perfuafled, nor the gofpel 
*^ itfelf, even to this day, nor the fufFering* 

•'of 
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*' of every one of us. For they think 
** alfo the fame things of as. For what 
*^ does a man profit me, if he jfhall praifc 
•^ me, and ihall blafpheme my Lord, not 
** confefling that he was truly made a man. 
** Now he that doth not fay this, does in 
'* effed: deny him, and is in death. But 
** for the names of fuch as do this, they 
'* being unbelievers, I thought it not fitting 
** to write them unto you. Yea, God for- 
'* bid that I fhould make any mention of 
** them, till they Ihall repent, to a true 
**• belief of Chrift's paflion, which is our 
** refurredtion. Let no man deceive him- 
** felf, &c.*'' He afterwards fpeaks of 
thefe perfons abllaining from the eu- 
charift, and the public offices, *' becaufe 
•* they confeflTed not the eucharift to be the 

■ * Ticxvloc uTTOfAevci) aulou fxz Ev^uvofJi^cg tcv reXets ay^^oiTra 
ytvo/AMs. Ov Tiveg ayvoavleg a^visvlca^ (laOO^v Je inffw^dcw vtt aulur cfle; 
cvwryocoi th dcxvala fjiay^Sov >i ryjf aXyi$f/a$, «^ }iK sveio'av at 'SF^o^iHsiaUy 
iiSs vofAog (juiJuaEccg^ a»^ sSs if^x^i vuv to zuayythioVy 8?e ra YifAels^a 
Tov Kola, av^a nacx^rnuxia . xj yap 'mepi r,iJuov to aulo f^cvacriv . ti yao 
[Ai aft>iSi Ti^, £1 sixe'ETTaivEi TOV h HVficv fj.'i Q7\ad(pY\iJLii^ fjun OfJiO?\oyaiv 
aJlov aapHo^c^cv • o Se thIo fjLV] xeyav, TEP^iwj avl:v aTTYi^Jcu^ ojv vsjcfio- 
(popog , Ta Se ovofAola avlajv^ cvia amra s« t^oi^z fjuoi eP/^a^i^t , a>J^ ' 
fxnh ytvoiro (xoi avlav fjLvnficvBvetv^ f^^?Cf^i miJLslavffip'udiifeig to '^sa^og^ 
eriv y.fwv avaracig, Mrihig 'sr>,avaadci), p. 36. 

S 2 *' flefh 
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** flefli of our Saviour Jefus Chrift, which 
** fufFered for our fins, and which the Fa- 
** ther of his goodnefs raifed again from 
" the dead. It will, therefore," he adds, 
** become you to abftain from fuch perfons, 
^' and not to fpeak with them, neither in 
'' private nor in public*." 

How like is this to the language of the 
apoftle John, and how well they explain 
each other. Here we fee the blafphemy 
afcribed to the Gnoftics, which Juftin men- 
tions, their feparating themfelves from the 
communion of chriftians, their denying the 
refurrecSlion, and their pride. Now, how 
came this writer, like John, never to cen- 
fure the unitarians, if he had thought them 
to be heretics ? Their condudfe can only 
be accounted for on the fuppofition, that 
both himfelf and the apoftle John, were 
unitarians, and that they had no idea of any 
herejies befides thofe of the different kinds* 
of Gnoftics. 

^ "Euxapiuct^ «i nffpoo'Eux'ig amtyjsSiotx^ iia to fian ofxtikrysaf rnf 
tvxo^i^iatv (rapxa eivm ts aakpog vifiav Inffn Xf <r8, rnv irtnp Ofuifluw 

XB^cu Tttiv TOMiW, x^ foSt uoS i3i«(v VEfi ouiw ha9\£a^ fjaHz xwl^ 
Ibid. p. 37. 

2 Pearfon 
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Pearfon fays, that Ignatius refers to the 
dodtrine of the Ebionites in his epiftle tQ 
Polycarp, and in thofe to the Ephefians, 
the Magnefians, and the Philadelphians. 
But I find no fuch references in them, except 
perhaps in two paflages which may eafily 
be fuppofed to have been altered ; becaufe, 
when correfted by an unitarian, nothing is 
wanting to the evident purpofe of the 
writer ; whereas his cenfures of the Gnofr- 
tics are frequent and copious ; fo that no 
perfon can pretend to leave them out, with- 
out materially injuring the epiftles. Indeed, 
the evidence that I fhall produce of writers 
fubfequent to Ignatius not confidering uni- 
tarians as heretics, affords a ftrong pre- 
fumption that he did not confider them in 
that light, and therefore that any paflages 
in his epiftles which exprefs the contrary 
muft be fpurious. 

Befides, there are in thefe epiftles of Ig- 
natius, feveral things that are unfavourable 
to the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift, 
Thus, to the Ephefians, he fays, ** How 
** much more muft I think you happy who 
^f ^re fo joined to him (the biflipp) as the 

S 3 *^ church 
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** church IS to Jefus Chrift, and Jefus Chrift 
** to the Father, that fo all things may agree 
" in the fame unity*/' To the Magnefians, 
he fays, *' As therefore the Lord did nor 
** thing without the Father, being united 
*' to him, neither by himfelf, nor yet by 
*^ his apoftles ; fo neither do ye any thing 
** without your bi(hop and prefbyters+/' 

What this excellent man faid when he 
appeared before the Emperor Trajan, was 
the language of an unitarian. ** You err," 
he faid, ** in that you call the eyil fpirits 
** of the heathens gods. For there is but 
*' one God, v/ho made heaven and earthy 
** and the fea, and all that are in them 5 and 
** one Jefus Chrift, his only begotten SoUji 
^* whofe friendfhip may. I enjoy J/' 

I^crs x^irci)^ xj o IrtO-Hg x^^rogra mcSpi^ iva nsocvla ev mhUi avfAJfava n. 
Sefi. 5. p. 13. 

i* il(T7r£p Hv Kv^tog avBv ra ^oclfog itiev e^oaio^^ nv^fjLSvog wtk^ 
aula, iile S)a rcov a7roTo7^uv * Sutg fjor^e vfiag aveu ts c^iaxosrtt, ij rwf 
^BrpEo^uieccov, fAvi^Ev 'sspatrcSu Se£^. 7* ibid, 

X Unus enim eft Deus, qui fecit cselum, et terrain, 
mare, et omnia quje funt in ipfis; et unus Jefus Chriftus, 
filius ejus unigcnitus, cujus amicitia fruar. Cotelcrii 
Patres, vol. i. p. 173. 
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In the interpolated fedition of Ignatius, 
there is a paffage which fhews that the 
writer of it confidered the Gnoftics as 
out of communion with the church, and 
the only perfons who were fo. Speaking 
againft heretics in general, he fays, " Be 
*' upon your guard againft fuch, which 
^* you will do, if you be not puffed up, 
^* and do not feparate yourfelves from [God] 
^' JefusChrift*." 

In the epiftle of Polycarp, cotemporary 
with Ignatius, written to the Philippian^ 
after his death, there are feveral references 
to heretics, efpecially the quotation I made . 
from it, p. 203, which I wifh the reader to 
look back to. In that paffage, and in the 
others in which he alludes to berefy^ it is 
evident he had no view to any befides the 
Gnoftics ; as when he fays, *' Laying afide 
*' all empty and vain fhew, and the error 
'* of many, believing in him that raifed up 
*' our Lord Jefus from the dead— — But he 

* ^uT^rlea^e sv roig roiiiloig ' thIo Jk trcu vyuw im ^uffiHyuevoig^ 
xj jjcTiv axfijpiroig [0e«] I»j<r8 Xf^ra. Ad Mag, fe£l, 9. p, 
24. 

S 4 <* that 
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** that raifed up Chrift from the dead fliall 
^? alfo raife us up in like manner*." 

The account that Irenaeus gives of Poly- 
carp contains little more than a declaration 
of the antipathy that he bore to the Gnof- 
tics, and his haying taught a doctrine conr 
trary to theirs. Among other things he 
fays, ** that when he met Marcion, who 
** afked him whether he would own him, 
** he replied, I own you to be the firft-born 
'f of Satan ^f ;" and that if he had beard of 
the herefy of which he was treating, which 
was that of Valentinus, he would have faid, 
according to his cuftom J, ** Good God, to 

* ATToy^vovleg tdv xsvmf ficLtaioXiyYtav^ )^ rn» taw voXJSajv 'sr^onnf, 
'mirevaavle^ ei^ tov syeipavla rev Mvpiov ii/mbv Iwrav xprw « yoypw— 
h eysipag aulov at vsxpm x^ rifiag eyepEi, Se£):. 2. p- 185. 

f Kai aulo; 3k YloTsvHapTr®- MapKiavi ttoIs ag 0^ aula s?&ov\ 
jc^ ^a-avli PTTiyivaaicsig Yif/ag ; cnrsHpi^ eviyivu^HO T9 vpcSohtCf 79 
crjficcva. Lib. 3. cap. 3. p. 204. 

:|; Kai iuvafjiM iiafjutplu^cur^ai BfATTpoo'^EV m Ges, oil a Ti Toutbr 
ojcKKOEi eKEivog fjLOKopio; X; Ajroroyaxog vpeff^ulepog. a^anpeiaf ay, 
jc^ eiAppaioc; ra tola aula, x^ xcSa ro awn^tq tvff&iit ' « xoXe 0», ei; 
oing fjLs KMpag Tilzpmo^, iva ntluv oxex'^ijlm * 'se^euyoi a» f^ T09 
(TOTTGv £v a MoSe^ofAsvog vi ETcoq mv TOttSftjy OKwiou hor^m. Eufebii 
Hift. lib.5. cap. 20. p« 239. 

?' what 
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^* what times haft thou refervcd me, that I 
f * fhould hear fuch things/' 

The manner in which Polycarp in- 
fcribes his epiftle is that of an unitarian * ; 
^* Mercy unto you and peace, from God 
'*f Almighty, and the Lord Jefus Chrift 
^* our Saviour, be multiplied." 

I fliall confider the evidence for Hege- 
fippus being an unitarian more particularly 
hereafter. But, in this place, to take all 
the writers in the order of time, or nearly 
fo, I (hall produce .two extracts from his 
works, preferved by Eufebius, in which a 
variety of denominations of Gnoftics are 
mentioned as heretics, and fuch circum^ 
ftances are added, as, exclufive of the con- 
fideration of his omitting the mention of 
the E.bionites, Nazarenes, or unitarians of 
any kind, clearly (hews that his idea was 
fixed to the Gnoftics only. 

*' Hegefippus," Eufebius fays, '^ wrote the 
•^ hiftory of the preaching of the apoftles in 
*' five books. Con verfing with many bifhops 
** in his journey to Rome, he found the fame 
^^ do<arine with them all . — The church 

* EA£Cj vfjLiv^ )^ sifYtvyi, ^apct Ses nscxHoHfcilopo^y lej nv^in Itjcts x^i^ 

T« (r^%p^ y\iMiV^ mM^w^Biv, p. 1 84. 

ff of 
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of Corinth continued in the right faith 
till their bifliop Primus. — Hitherto," i.e. 
till the time of Simon, bifliop of Jerufalem, 
^^ the church remained a virgin, for it was 
** not corrupted with abfurd dodlrines. 
«' But firft Thebuthis, becaufe he was not 
«* a bifhop, began to corrupt it, being one 
*^ of the feven hereiies, himfelf being of the 
*' laity, of whom were the Simonians from 
*' Simon, Cleobians from Cleoblus, Dofi- 
** theans from Dofitheus, Gorthseans from 
*' Gorthaeus, and the Mafbotheans. From 
'^ them came the Menandrians, the Marcio- 
*' nites, the Carpocratians, the Valentini- 
** ans, the Bafilideans, and the Saturniliansj 
** each of them preaching their different 
*^ dodrines. From them came falfe chrifts, 
*' and falfe prophets, who divided the unity 
** of the church with corrupt doSrincs 
** againft God, and againft his Chrift *." 

ag 'ssXeiroig sTnrKCTroig avfju^eiEv^ aTroStifJuav sei>afASvog fJtS)Cpi PAqun;* 
j<J ag cli rrrv ctvkv isa^a -arai-Tw iffapsi?j^e 5i3ao'*a?aav, 

Km BTTifAsv^ n tmO^rvncL y\ ILo^vjomv ev nra off6to >ay»% ytexf^ 

Upifjui sTTurjcoTrevovlog ev Kcpiv^a. Aux rnlo eimeXsv mv exfOaiO'UBt 

^apGcvGv ' iSTra yap s^aplo outooug fialcucag . apxelau 3e o GcCBdt; 
ha, TO {AriyEvs^^M ewlov sttiotcotov^ v7rof$eipEiv^ aTTorup btAx aupeffsaw^ 
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What could this writer mean by thofe 
who divided the unity of the church (which, 
y\ his time, the Gnoftics only did, and the 
pnitarians certainly did not) by the falfe 
Chrtjis^ and ^fpecially the doSirine againft 
ijrod, but the tenets of the Gnoftics only. 
Corrupt doSfrine againft Chrijl is a more am- 
biguous expreflion ; but the falfe notions 
of the Gnoftics concerning Chrift were as 
confpicuous as any of their doftrines, and 
^re moft particularly noticed by John. 

The other extrad: from this writer is no 
Icfs to my purpofe. " Till this time," 
viz. the time of Trajan, ** Hegefippus fays, 
^* that the church continued a virgin un- 
^^ corrupted ; thofe who corrupted its doc- 
f* trines, if they then exifted, concealing 
^' themfelves. But when the holy choir of 
*Vthe apoftles was dead, and all that gene* 

wv, xj au\% w £v T(/i "KoL'ji. cU^ av Xiijluv, oOev ot llifjuoyiavoi ' xj K>£ofio^, 
oQsv K>.Eo^iavoi ' >cj Aoerfffeoj, o9ev Aocri^iavoi ' kJ TopOcuo^^ o9ev Top- 
$viuvoi, i^ Maa-CuGcuoi . o9ev utto thIcov Mevav^piavirai^ xj Mapfua- 
virai^ xj KapTTOft^altavoi ' xJOi/a^£v7mavoi, xj BauriXsiiiavoi. x^ Halop' 
viXiavoi' sxaro^ tSio;^ iy slEpug lucxy 3b|av ^apziavrfaytv , aito Tiilav 
iJ/Ei/5b%^irot • ^Eu^oTT^ofrUM • ^euS'a'jroTOT^i ' oi Tivf j tfi£fta;av Tnv 
fvaariv mg eKuMdictg ^9opi/jL£xioig hoyoig koSol ts ^ea x) Kcila m Xpirs 
ivla. Hin.Iib. 4. cap. 24. p. 182, &c. 

** ration 
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** ration who were favoured with their 
*^ divine inftru6tions, then the fyftem, of 
•* atheiftical error commenced, through the 
*^ deceits of the heterodox ; who, when none 
*< of the apoftles were remaining, with open 
<* face undertook to oppofe their know- 
** ledge falfcly fo called, to the preaching 
'* of the truth * " What could be meant 
by atbeijlical errors and by knowledge faljely 
Jo called y but the principles of the Gnoftics? 
No charaders of any fedt in eccleiiaflical 
hillory are more clearly marked than thefe. 
In later times, indeed, almoft every errone- 
ous opinion vras called atheiflical; but it was 
not fo in that early age ; znd knowledge falfely 
Jo called, is as defcriptive of the Gnoftics as 
if they had been mentioned by name, 

tTT^hzysi a; apa />t£%pf tojv toIe xpovcov 'srapGsvc^ HoQapa xj aitafOopgg 
s;jL?ivEV v\ £KMM(Tia zv aSVi^o; lira (tkoIu ^coXsuovlav BKreli to7e, twv a x^ 
rr^vzg imnpx^t "srapcx^Osipsiy eTTixsipavTav rev vym Hcxvova Ts (r6)hfai 
ixpir/yLXioq 0)^ y ufog rm AttotoT^v xopoq ^lapopov EiT^nfet m gts 
T£?vo$, ^>xp27^Y.7rjOcL 12 ?i yziEo, £:iei:",i Tccv uuIm; oacoMg t>j5 ev&m crcfiag 

u cvraai;^ ha tijj twv ilspoh^cKTHay^v aTTotlng • ct ^ oSs fjo/ihvoi c7i 

Sstcxs mpvyfjtali T/tv ^evSuyv/jiOv yvaaiv avIiKYipurluv STTBX'^f^* Eu- 
fcbiiHid. Lib. 3. cap. 32. p, 128. 

SEC- 
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SECTION III. 

' Of 'Herefy according to Jujlin Martyr. 

/^OTEMPORARY With Hegefippus was 
Juftin Martyr, the firft writer that can be 
proved to have advanced the doftrine of the 
permanent perfonification of the logos, of 
which a full account will be given here- 
after. He had occafion to mention both 
the unitarians and the Gnoftics. The for- 
mer, as I fhall fhew in its proper place, he 
mentions with refped:, and a tacit apo- 
logy for differing from them, even from 
thofe who believed that Chrift was the fort 
of Jofeph as well as of Mary, But the 
manner in which he fpeaks of the Gnoftics 
is very different indeed from this. The 
apoftle John himfelf does not exprefs a 
greater abhorrence of their principles. He 
fpeaks of them as fulfilling our Sajriour's 
prophecy, that there fhould be falfe chrift s 
and falfe prophets (the v^x'y language of 
Hegefippus above mentioned) who fliould 

deceive 



2^0 Gnoftics Book I, 

deceive many. One of the paffages is as 

follows. 

" There arc, and have been, many per- 
*' fons, who pretending to be chriflians, 
*^ have taught to fay and do atheiftical and 
*' blafphemous things, and they are deno- 
" minated by us from the names of the 
** perfons whofe dodlrines they hold (for 
** fome of them blafpheme the maker of 
** the univerfe, and him who was by himi 
*^ foretold to come as the Chrift, and the 
God of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob, in one 
way, and others in another) with whom 
we have no communication, knowing 
** them to be atheiftical, wicked, and im- 
** pious perfons, who, inftead of reverencing 
*' Jefus, confefs him in name only. They 
'^ call themfelves chriftians, in the fame 
•* manner as thofe among the heathens in- 
** fcribe the name of God, on the work 
*' of their own hands, and defile themfelves 
*' w^th wicked and atheiftical rites. Some of 
** them are called Marcionites, fome Valen- 
*^ tinians, fome Bafilidians, fome Saturnia- 
** nians, and others go by other names, each 
** from their peculiar tenets 3 ift the fame- 

^^ manner 
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•* manner as thofc who addid themfelves 
** to philofophy, are denominated from the 
•• founders of their refpe<ftive feds. And, 
*' as I have faid, Jefus, knowing what 
** would come to pafs after his death, fore- 
*' told that there would be fuch men among 
•* his followers*." 

He muft be entirely unacquainted with 
cqclefiaftical hiftory who can imagine that 
any of the charafters here mentioned are 
defcriptive of any other clafs of men than 
the Gnoftics, For they were perfons whofe 

tenets were deemed atheiJiicaU who went by 
the names of certain leaders, who are par«- 

^eyftv xJ 'm^a'tluv cJiJolav, £v ovoyuxii tsIhot* 'GSpo(Tt>^G^ii' t^ eiaivoff 
i|EM»y aTTo T^g vpoffmufuagrav eaiip6J9 ii HTrep awk ^axn ^ yv^fAn 

ncu Tov v^ aJIs 'Bpopi9suofjt£vo9 sT^yjeo'Bau Xf t^^i f'^ '^^ ^^ov AQ^euxfiy 
MM Icaax xcu LawcoC, SiJktnwo'iv * m aSbi uotmntfiOf^ ot ymfi(cvleg 
al^atg km aas^eig^ mm ob^aatg km a)«cya$ wHag u7ra(%ofla;^ km avk m 
TOV Incav azSsiv^ ovofjali fMVOv Ofxohoyeiv * km xf^rutvag ta^ag ^£yiiaw% 
Cf TfOTToVy 01 EV TOig cSvEcn TO ovofda TH Sk* mty^afHcn Toig %£yoarwn- 
7of^, Kat avofMig km ct^otg tsXe?^; KOtvowct) km ^^iv mjIuv otfAivriveg 
Ka?i(A£voi MofKiavoi^ oi % OuaXBvlivtceyoii oi h Bao'iuhavoiy oi ikXct^ 
lofviUavoiy KM a>iKot a}\>^ ovof/ait^ cptto t« ofXiryBlii rug yvufjo/ig SKc^t 
cwfjut^ofASvog — o}g km bk w7«» nf/stg — rav livrw km tw (*ff a«l»r 
ywKToiAsvuv wgoYmTrw ETTtrof^^at Dial, p, 208* 

ticularJiy 
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ticularly fpccified, all of them known to 
be Gnoftics, and they were not in com- 
munion with the catholic church, • 

The other paflagc is to the fame purp*&» 
After fpeaking of fome who held the true 
chriftian doftrine, he adds, " For I have 
** (hewn you that there are fome who call 
** themfelves indeed chriftians, but are athe- 
*^ iftical, and wicked heretics, teaching blaf- 
" phemous, atheiftical, and ftupid doftrines. 
'* If you compare them with thofe who are 
** called chriftians, they will not agree with 
" them, but dare to blafphemc the God of 
** Abraham, the God of Ifaac, and the- God 
" of Jacob 5 who alfo fay that therp is no re- 
*' furredion of the dead, but that immedi-- 
*^ ately after death fouls are received into hea* 
'^ ven. Do not take thefe to be chriftians ••** 

eu^eaioila;^ oli tcala 'srayla 0>^a(TpifAsi^ xai a^sa^ hcu woAot Stjewxawif 

i^'Koija (Toi, El yap hou awsSa^sle V(A£t; tkti Xeyoftewi; xg*^^^^ 

voig^ HOU rulo (ayi o/AoXoys^iv, oAXa km fi?^(r^,fA$iv ro^^fUHrar rw Saoir 
A^^aofJL, KM Tov ^eov la-aax^ hou tcv Seov loacQ)Sy di hou T^t/sffa foi 
Bivai vsH^m avaraa-iv^ oxx' afjux to aTTo^aitsiv rag -^^uxfli ^n^ 
ava>^Savsa^ou ug tov apoevovy fun im^^iflz auks xpfteami. Dial* 
p. 311. 

Had 
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Had the writer exprefsly faid that the 
perfons he was defcribing were Gnoftics^ 
and Gnojiics only^ he could not have fpoken 
more plainly than he has done, efpecially 
in faying that they denied the refurredtion, 
which none but Gnoftics ever did, but 
which was done by all Gnoftics without 
exception. If any perfon can think other-^ 
wife, I fcruple not to fay, that he has not 
the fmalleft tinfture of that kind of know- 
ledge which is requifite to qualify him for 
judging in thefe matters. It may be fafely 
concluded, therefore, that, in the opinion 
of Juftin, there were no heretics befides 
the Gnoftics ; and he does not appear to 
fpare any v^hom he thought deferved the 
name of heretics, and were not in commu- 
nion with the catholic church. 

Laftly, I would obferve, that it is after 
giving an account of Simon, Menander, and 
Marcion, knbwn Gnoftics, and without any 
allulion to unitarians, that 'Juftin mentions 
his writing a treatife againft all herefies. 
ApoL 1. p. 44* 

Vol. I. T SEC- 
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SECTION IV. 

Of Herejy according to Irenaus. 

JRENiEUS, who wrote a very large work 
on the fubjc<a of hcrefy, forty or fifty 
years after the time of Juftin, and in a 
country where it is probable there were 
fewer unitarians than where Juftin lived, 
again and again characterizes heretics in 
fuch a manner, as makes it evident that even 
he did not confider any other clafs of men as 
properly entitled to that appellation befides 
the Gnoflics« He exprelTes great diflike 
of the Ebionites; but though he appears 
to have known none of them befides thofe 
who denied the miraculous conception, he 
never diredtly calls them heretics, and he 
takes no notice at all of any gentile um^ 
tariansy though it will appear that they 
compofcd the majority of the common 
people among chriftians. 

In the introduction to his work it is 
exceedingly evident, that Irenaeus had no 
view to any pcrfons whatever befides the 

Gnoftics ; 
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Gnoftics; for he mentions their diftiriguiifli- 
ing ofiinions, and iio others, fpeaking of 
th€tn as '* drawing men off from him that 
** made and governs the worlds as if they 
'• had fomethirig higher and greater td 
*^ (bovr than he whd made the heatens and 
V the earth, and all things therein^ and as 
*♦ holding blafphemous and impious bpi- 
*« ftions*/' 

Irenaeus confidered Sirtibn Magus aS the 
perfon from whom all iierefies fpf img -f-^ 
which was an opinion univerfally received 
in the chriftian churchy and a proof that 
he thought no other opinioiis to be pro- 
perly heretical, befides thofe which might 
have been derived from him. But his doc- 
trines were thofe of the Gnoftics, and {o 
diredtly bppofite to thofe of the unitarians, 

ii» Tioyojv Texvt)g rtsg akepoua; eig tov t« (nktv Tfoffoir, «9r*9»v«f ii 

keva(Biv &g tov AiyMHpyov, fcriSe ev tu ^lax^trnv ^vfaf/tsmv to ^tuSbf 
a'JFO Ts axr&ng • 

t Simon autem Samaritanus, ex quo uniycrfc bdtre&sf 
fubftiterunt, habet hujufmodi (c&x materam. Lib. i. 
cap. ao. p. 94. Lib. 3. Pfef. p. 198. 

T 2 that 
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that they were never confidered as having 
the fame fource. It is likewife a proof of 
]ren'jcas confidering the Gnoftics as the 
cnly proper heretics, that, fpeaking of he- 
retics in general, as foretold in the fcrip- 
tures, he fays that " though they come 
*' from different places, and teach different 
** things, they all agree in the fame blaf- 
** phcmy againft the maker of all things^ 
** and derogating from the falvation. of 
''men*." He^likewife fays that ." the 
'' dodlrine of Valentinus comprehended all 
*' herciies -f-, that *' by overturning his lyf- 
*' tern, all herefy is overturned J/* that 
•* they all blafphemed in fuppofing the 

* Per omnes hxrcticos qui praedffli funt hi enTm onlnes, 
fjuamvis ex differentibus locis egredianftur, et diiFerentra 
doceant, in idem tamen blafphemiae concurrunt propofi- 
turn, Ictaliter vulnerantcs, dccendo blafphemiam in Deum 
fa(fi:orem et nutritorem noilrum, et derogando falutem 
hom-inis. Lib^4. Pref. p. 275. 

t In quo et oftcndimus doftrinam corum recapitulatio- 
ncm effc omnium hcereticorum. Ibid. p. 274. 

X Quapropter <?t in fecundo tanquam fpeculum habut- 
mus COS totius everfionis. Qui enim his contradicunt 
fwcundum quod oportct, contradicunt omnibus qui funt 
malje fcntenti^e; et qui hos cvcrtunt, cvertunt omnem 
hjcrcfnn. Ibid. 

** maker 
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** maker of all things to be an evil being, 
*^ and that they blafphemed our Lord, 
"dividing Jefus from the Chrift**' It 
could never have been faid by any perfon, 
that the dodlrine of Valentinus compre- 
hended that of the unitarians, that the 
unitarians were ever faid to blafpheme the 
maker of all things, or to divide Jefus from 
the Chrift. 

Irenaeus likewife fays, that ^^ there was 
** a connexion among all the heretics, ex- 
*^ cept that Tatian advanced fomething that 
**wasnew+." But what connexion was 
there ever fuppofed to be between the te- 
nets of the Gnoftics and thofe of the uni-* 
tarians ? He likewife fpeaks of all heretics 
*' as having quitted the church, and taxing 

* Super omnes eft enim blafphema regula ipforum : 
cjuando quidem faftorem et fabricator em, qui eft unus 
Deus, fecundum quod oftendimus, de Labe five defec- 
tionc eum emiflum dicunt. Blafphemant autcm et in 
Dominum noftrum, abfcindentes et dividentes Jefum a 
Chrifto. Ibid. 

+ Connexio quidem faflus omnium haereticorum, quern* 
ad mod urn oftendimus j hoc autem a femetipfo adinve- 
nit, uti novum aliquid prseter reliquos inferens. Lib. 3. 
i:ap. 39. p. 265. 

T 3 '' the 
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•* the holy prefbyters with Ignorance; not 
'* conficjering how much better is an igno- 
*" rant perfon, who is religious, than a 
*' blafphemous and impious fophift ♦ ." 
Speaking of the Gnoftics, he fays, that 
** the apoftles were fo far from thinking as 
^' they did, that they fignified by the holy 
^' fpirit that they who then began to teach 
** their dodtrine were introduced by fatan, 
<^ to overturn the faith of fome, and 
^' withdraw them from Jlfe-j- /* He like- 
wife fays, that ** all the heretics were much 
^* later than the bifhops to whom the apof- 
^' ties committed the churches;}:/' He 
jneant, probably, the celebrated Gnoftics, 

* Qui ergo relinquunt prjeconjum eccleiiae, imperitiafu 
fanflorum prcfbyterorum arguunt, non contemplantes 
quanto pluris fit idiota rdigiofus a blafphemo et impii- 
^ente fophifta. Lib. 5. cap. 20. p: 430. 

t Neccffe habemus, univerfam apoftolorum de Domino 
poftro Jefu Chriflo fententiam adhibere, et oftendere, cos 
non folum nihil tale fenfific de eo, verum ^mplius et figni- 
ficaflc per fpiritum fandum, qui Inciperint talia docere, 
fummiiH a fatana, uti quorundam fidem eyerterent, et ab- 
ftraherant eos a vita. Lib. 3. cap. 17. p. 5138. 

X Omnes enim ii valde pofleriores funt quam cpifcopi 
quibus aportoli tradiderunt ccclefias. Ibid, cap. ao* p« 430* 

who 
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who appeared in the time of Adrian ; 
whereas he could not but know that the 
Ebionites, and the unitarians in general, 
were very confiderablc before that time. 
He muft have meant the Gnoftics, when he 
faid, that ** all heretics were agreed that 
•* the maker oT the world was ignorant of 
" the power above him *." He likewife 
evidently confidered all heretics to be Gnof- 
tics in many other paffages of his work -f-. 

How little is it that Irenaeus fays of th(^ 
Ebionites, and with how little feverity in 
his large trcatife concerning berejy. It is 
not one four hundredth part of the whole, 
while all the reft is employed on tfa« 
different branches of Gnofticifm. The 
harftieft epithet that he applies to them is 
that of vani^ which, confidering the man- 
ner of the ancients, is certainly very mode- 
rate. Vani autem et Ebionai\,. He fays, 
indeed, that ^^God will judge them", and 

* Omnes enim hseredci decrevenmt, demiurgum igno 
rare earn qux fit fuper eum virtutem. Lib. 3. cap. I. 

p. 219. 

f^ See lib. 2. cap. 55. p. 185. lib. 3. cap. I. p. 199. 
% Lib. 5. cap. I. p. 394. 

T 4 " how 
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^* how can they be faved, if it be not God 
^* th?.t worketh out their falvation upon 
^' earth *.'* But this is no fentence of 
damnation paffed upon them in particular 
for holding their do6trine, but an argu- 
ment ufed by him to refute them 5 and is 
the fame as if he had faid, mankind in ge- 
neral could not be faved, if Chrift had not 
been God as well as man. 

That Irenajus did not mean to pafs a 
fentence of what we fhould now call dam^ 
nation upon the Ebionites, is, I think^^ 
evident from what he fays concerning them 
in the 21ft chapter of his third book, and 
which has the appearance of great har(h-* 
nefs. " If they perfift,'* he fays, ** in their 
" error, not receiving the word of incor- 
** ruption, they continue in mortal flefh, 
*' and are fubjeft to death, not receiving 
^' the antidote of iife+." The idea of this 

* AvoKptvii 3f }y Ta; HCuisvs; • 'jraj i'lvavlou ao&7mi% u /jar,o 
Obo; XV Tw (TcJlYipiav auluv em yrg tpyouraiiEvoi ' yi w«f oa&pmcc^ 
X(iipv\<Tit Big ^ew, £1 /in ^tog ex6ynS» ei$ av^puTTOv. Lib. 4. 
cap. 59. p. 358. 

_ ■ 

+ Qui nucje tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Jofeph 
generatum perfeverantes in fervitute priftinae inobedientiae 
moriupjur. Non recipjentes autem verbum incorrup- 

tionis 
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writer and that of the Fathers in general 
was, that Chrift recovered for man that 
immortality which Adam had loft j fo that 
without his interference the whole race of 
mankind muft have perifhed in the grave. 
This he reprefents as the puniihment of 
the Ebionites. But he certainly could not 
mean that the Ebionites, as Juch^ fhould 
continue; in the grave, while all the reft of 
mankind would rife from the dead. He 
muft, therefore, have meant, not that they 
in particular, but that mankind in general 
could have had no refurredlion if their 
dodtrine had been true. 

Irenaeus no where directly calls the Ebio- 
nites heretics. I had thought that in one 
paflage he had included them in that appel- 
lation; butobfcrving, that in his Introduce- 
tion, and in other places, in which he fpeaks 
of heretics in general^ he evidently meant the 
Gnoftics only, and could not carry his views 
any further, I was led to re-confider that 
particular paflage, and I found that I had 
been miftaken in my conftrudion of it. 

tionis perfeverant in carne mortali, et funt debitores mor- 
tis, antidotum vitae non accipientes, p. 249. 

«' AU 
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*'.A11 heretics/' he fays, ^* being un- 
*^ taught, and ignorant of the difpenfations 
*' of Godj and efpecially of that which re- 
'* lates to man, as being blind with refpcd: 
^' to the truth, oppofc their own falvation ; 
•* fome introducing another Father bcfides 
** the maker of the world ; others faying, 
*' that the world and the matter of it was 
*' made by angels," &c. and, after menticm- 
ing other fimilar opinions, he adds, ** others, 
•* not knowing the difpcnfation of the vir- 
** gin, fay that he (Jefus) was begotten by 
** Jofeph. Some fay that neither the foul 
*^ nor the body can receive eternal life, but 
*' the internal man only,'' &c. i. e. they 
denied the refurreftion *." 



* IndofS^i omnes haeretici, ignorantes difpofitiones 
et infcii ejus quae eft fecund um hominem difpenfationis, 
qujppe cascutientes circa veritatem, ipfi fux contradicunt 
faluti. Alii quidem alterum introducentes prseter demiur* 
gum, patrem. Alii autem ab angelis quibufdam dicentet 
factum efle mundum, et fubftantiam ejus. Alii quidem 
porro et longe feparatam ab co, qui eft fecundum ipfos (ttr 
tre, a femetipfa fioruifle, et cfTe ex fe natam. Alii autem 
in his qu2e continentur a patre, de labe et ignorantia fub* 
ftantiam habuifie. Alii autem manifeflum adventum Do- 
mini contemnunt, incarnationem ejus non recipientes. 
Alii autem rurfus ignorantes virginis difpenfationem, ex 
Jofeph dicunt cum generatum. Et quidam quidem neque 

animam 
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Now as Cerinthus, Carpocrates, and other 
Gnoftics, denied the miraculous conception, 
as well as the Ebionites ; and all the reft 
of this defcription, both before and after 
this circumftance, evidently belongs to the 
Gnoftics only, and as in no other place 
whatever does he comprehend them in his 
definition of herejy^ it is natural to conclude 
that he had no view to them even here, but 
only to thofe Gnoftics, who, in common 
with them, denied the miraculous concep- 
tion. If there be any other paflage in Ire- 
nsus in which he calls, or feems to call, 
the Ebionites heretics^ 1 have overlooked it. 
The Ebionites were Jewsj and had no com- 
munion with the Gentiles, at leaft that ap- 
pears; and Irenaeus fays nothing at all of 
the unitarians among the Gentiles (who, in 
the time of Origen, generally believed the 
miraculous conception) though, as appears 
from other evidence, they conftituted the 
great mafs of the unlearned chriftians. 

animam fuam, neque corpus recipere pofle dicunt aeternam 
vitam, fed tantum hominem interiorem. EfTe autem hunc 
cum qui in eis fit fenfus, volunt, quern et folum afcendere ad 
perfe£tum dccernunt. Alii autem anima falvata, non par- 
ticipari corpus ipforum earn quae eft a Deo falutem. Lib. 5. 
pap. 19. p, 429. • V 
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SECTION V. 

Of Herefy according to Clemens Alexandrinus^ 
Tertullian^ On'gen, and Firmilian. 

r^LEMENS Alexandrinus makes frequent 
mention of heretics, and exprefles as 
much abhorrence of them as Juftin Martyr 
does, but it is evident that in all the places 
in which he fpeaks of them, his idea of 
herefy was confined to Gnofticifm. 

He confiders it as an anfwer to all here- 
tics to prove that ** there is one God, the 
*' Almighty Lord, who was preached by the 
•* law and the prophets, and alfo in the 
'' blefTcd gofpel*/* He alfo fpeaks of he- 
refy as '* borrowed from- a barbarous phi- 
" lofophy;" and fays of heretics that 
" though they fay there is one God, an4 
" fing hymns to Chrift, it was not accord- 
** ing to truth; for that they introduced 
^* another God, and fuch a Chrift as the 

* ILm a7:a7oag tvlrJ^vj rsu; ai^zcEJiVy vjsl ^sixvuvxi Sccv, Mat 
K-i/piov rsJdvicypalQ^a^ tcv oia vo/mu jcca ^po^aJVy nsfo^ 9c ucu t8 
fuud^iov £t!ayye?iiii yvYio-ia^ iff«>i{yyftci'cy. Strom, lib. 6. p. 475, 

*^ prophets 
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** prophets had not foretold*." He like- 
wife fpcaks of heretics in general as having 
a high opinion of their own knowledge +. 
He calls them ^o^kto^qi^ men who think that 
they have found the truths p. 755, and vtto J'o^o- 
ffopiAf iTTfi^iJLivoij elqted with a conceit of their 
knowledge^ p. 759, He fays that '* herefy 
" began in the time of Adrian/' when it is 
well known that Bafilides and the raoft dif- 
tinguiifhed of the Gnoftics made their ap- 
pearance J. He fays, that of the heretics 
fome were diftinguiflied by the names of 
particular perfons, as thofc of Valentinus, 
Marcion, and Bafilides, fome by the place 
of their refidence, others by their tenets, 
&c. mentioning none but Gnoftics ||. It 

* AioTTE^ at Kola mv Pap^apov ^i7\oa'o^iav Mpeceig kov $sov 

a^aj^siav • oO^sov yap rev Scov 'srspisvpiCHSJiv^ j^ rev x^irov an ug cu 
'ispo^y^leiai 'ziapa^haat SKhxovlai* Strom, lib. 6. p. 675. See 
alfo p. 542. 662. 

f Oirrnv yvbi(r£ug ziT^^oloiv. Strom, lib. 7. p. 754. 

X Kola h istpi Tsj Aj^piam t« |Jao'iA£«j Xf ^**5 ^* '^^ aipecet§ 
B7riv:)Yi(Taylsgy£yova(ri, Strom, lib. 7. p. 764. 

II Twy 5"* aipedBoov ai fisv amo ovof/alog ^poaayopeuovlaij ag ij ottq 
Ot/O/VvliVK «) Mapfuayog >^ Baa-ihsiisf xav tw Mal^ia avxf^^^ '^^^' 
aayxcr^ai co^av • fjua yap tj 'BJovlav ysyovs rojv a'snrohuv ci7Vtp SiSo^- 
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may only be conjeftured that he meant the 
Ebionites by the Peratici enumerated by 
him among thofe who had their denomina- 
tion from the place of their refidence; but 
this is the only paflage in the word which 
occurs. It is the more remarkable that 
this writer fhould omit the unitarians, as 
he mentions fourteen different heretics by 
name, and ten herefies by charafter. 

As the ftrid Ebionites hold no commu- 
nion with the gentile chriftians, it is very 
poffible that Clemens Alexandrinus might 
infert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
allude to them under the name of Peratici^ 
without intending any cenfure of their doc- 
trine with refpeft to Chrift. Befides, this 
was a name given them, as he fays, from 
their place of refidence, and therefore did 
not include the unitarians among the gen- 
tiles. 

xa?ua, Hitmq it x^ y\ 'srotpaSoo'tg . ai Se, otto to^h, u^ a tlspcStMOi * m 
3f , aTTo cSva^, ag >i twv ^pvyw • oi 3k, caro Evepyaag^ ng n rm Byk^ 
lilav ' a.1 C£, aTTo ioy/AoloJV tiiafovlav^ a; n rav Aemluv * ^ n rw Aifiatr 
liJav ' ai ?£, a'TTo vTro^effsuv^ x^ m Tslif/mourtv^ «; Kmamivu n J^ m 
O^iavoi w^oa-ccyopeuoixsvoi • eu 3e, ceff* av 'SJapavofM^ Krc7»j8lEWfl» rt ;£ 
iio^^Yia'ay, Sirom. 7. p. 765, 

2 Tertullian 
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Tertallian reprefents our Savloiir as al- 
luding to falfe teachers, who faid that he 
was not born of a virgin ; but it is evident 
from the whole paffagc, that he referred to 

* ■ 

the Gnoftics only, who faid that it was 
difgraceful to him to be fo born*. 

In all other places in which I have 
found Tertullian fpeak of herefy in general, 
it is moil: evident that his ideas went no 
farther than to the opinions of the Gnof*- 
tics, except that he once calls Hebion a 
heretic. And then he exprefsly makes his 
herefy to confift in his obfervance of the 
Jewifli ritual -j-. 

** Herefies," he fays, *' do not differ from 
** idolatry, having the fame author, and 

* Praenunciaveram plane futuros fallaciae magiftros in 
meo nomine, et prophetarum et apoftolorum etiam ; et 
difcentibus mqis eaclem ad vos praedicare mandaveram, 
femel evangellum, et ejufdem regulae dodrinam apoftolis 
meis delegaveram : fed quum vos non crederctis, libuit 
mihi poftea aliqua inde mutare. Refurreflionem promi- 
feram etiam carnis, fed recogitavi ne implere non poflend. 
Katum me oflcnderam ex virgine, fed poflea turpe mihi 
vifum eft, &c. De Praefcriptione, fe<2. 44. p. 2i8. 

t Ad Galatas fcribens inyehitur in obfervator^s ct de- 
fcnfores circumcifionis ct legis. Hebionis haerefis eft. De 
Pratf. fed. 33. p. 214. 

'' the 
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** the fame work with idolaters, for that 
** they m::ke another god againft the crea- 
** tor, or if they acknowledge one creator, 
** they difcourfe of him in a manner dif- 
** ferent from the truth*." ** Heretics/' 
he lays, ** deny that God is to be feared •f'/' 
which agrees with his faying, that ** the 
*• heathen philofophers were the patriarchs 
*' of herefyj," for they held that dodtrinc^ 
but it was very remote from any thing 
that is ever laid to the charge of the uni- 
tarians. 

Heretics, " he fays, ** aflbciated with the 
** magi, with fortune-tellers, with aftrolo- 
*' gers, with philofophers ; being adtuated 

* Ncqiic ab idolatria diftare haerefes, cum ct auftoris ct 
opi-ris cjurdcm iint cujus et idolatria. Deum aut fingunt 
aliiini a'Jverfus creatorcm, aut fi unicum creatorem confi- 
i'.:i»:ur, aliter eum diflerunt quam in vcro. De Prefcrip- 
liono. kcX, 40. Opera, p. 217. 

t Ncgiint deum timendum. IMd. k£k. 43- p* 21$^ 

:; H.LTcticorum partrhrchoe philofophi. Ad. Herm. feft. 
8. p. 236. 

Ipfx dcnlque hnerefcs a philofophia fubornanturw Inde 
L-^oncs, et foriiiLe nefcio qune, ct trinitas hominis apud Vi- 
kntinum. Pbtonicus fuerat. Dc Prsefcriptionc, fed. 7. 
p. 20 J. 
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" by a principle of curiofity j fo that the 
** quality of their faith may judged of from 
*' their manner of life^ for difcipline is 
'* the index of dodrine*." 

The whole of this account is incon- 
fiftent with Tertullian's confidering unita- 
rians as heretics. But much more is his fay- 
ing, that ''the Valentinians were the moft 
** numerous of all the heretics^, and that the 
** heretics had nothing to do with their 
** difcipline. Their want of communion/' 
he fays, ** fliews that they are foreign to 
*' us:}:," For it is moft evident that thofe 
whom he calls Jimplices and idiotce^ were 
ranked by him among the credentes^ or ^^- 
lievers. They were even the major pars 
credentium, though unitarians, and holding 

* Notata etiam funt commercia haereticorum cum magis 
quampluribus, cum circulatoribus, cum aftrologis, cum 
philofophis, curiofitati fcilicet dcditis. — Adeo ut de genere 
converfationis qualitas fidei aeilimari poted : dcxEtrinae in- • 
dex difcipllna eft. De Praefcriptione, f. 43. p. 2i8. 

t Valentiniani frequentiffimum plane collegium inter 
haereticos. Ad. Valen. kSt. i. p. 250. 

X Haeretici autem nullum habent confortium noftrde dif- 
ciplinae, quos extraneos utique tefcatur ipfa ademptio com- 
municationis« De Baptifmo, fe£l, 15. p. 230. 

Vol. I. U the 
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the doftrine of the trinity in abhorrence, 
as we fhall fee in its proper place. 

Origcn fays, that *' heretics borrowed 
** from the Greek philofophy, from abftrufe 
** myfteries and from drolling aft rologers*." 
Jerom alfo fays " the vain words of the phi- 
** lofophcrs, which, in the dodlrine of Plato 
*' have killed the children of the church, is 
** turned into divine wrath and blood to 
** thcmy/' Valentinus is faid to have been 
a Platcjnill:; but it is certain that, in general, 
the philofophy of the Gnoftics was that of 
ihc Oriental fedt. Plotinus, we have fcen, 
calls it a foreign philofophy. With much 
more juftice might the Gnoftics have re- 
criminated on Origen and his friends, for 
their principles were certainly more pro- 
perly thofe of the Platonifts. 

Farther, Origen fays that *^ heretics may 
** be proved to be atheifts by their doc- 

arfO^yccv p£fjL^ofji£vuv , Philofophumena, p. 17, i85, 

t ^'^ana philoibphorum verba, quae in doftrinis Plato- 
nic! 3 ecclcfise parvulos interimebant, in ultionem divinam 
illis converfa eft et in cruorem. In Pf. 7 j. Opera^ vol. 7: 

P-97- 

^^ trincs. 
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" trines, manners^ and works*," which 
is a charge that was never advanced againft 
the unitarians,^ but conftantly' againft the 
Gnoftics. ^* I wonder," fays he again, 
'* how the heterodox can fay that there are 
'' two Gods in the Old Teftamentf •" He 
alfo fpeaks of the heretics as ** ftudying elo- 
'* quence to pleafe their hearers, not to 
*' convert them from vice J." '*Such,'* 
** again, fays he, " are the heretics,, who 
** adorn their difcourfe, not to convert their 
*' hearers, but to pleafe them||." Laftly, 
he fays, '* the heretics, through their great 
** madnefs, concealed their private myf- 
*' teries§/' All thefe characters are exadtly 

* ha cx^zh; aula; smhi^co/jLSv }y HcHa yvw/Aiiv, ^ hoUol t^ottov^ J^ 
HcS epyov, Philofophumena, p. 8. i6. 

i OSev ^aufjux^Eiv fA,oi BTTBicri "sjug 3i/^i Sewf ^orpocaTrlsa-tv Ofd^epag 
to; ^loBnaag gi els^oib^oi^ m Bhajlov /j) &t nUa ts ^7« sTsyxo/JLSVOi^ 
Comment, vol. 2. p. 14. 

J ToihIh; EvpYio-eii rag >^iig rav ilspo^o^av^ j^ ra HOt^M tojv m^a* 
vo%lw aulav hh e7rir^E(povl(av tsj oHHOvlai. In Jer. Hom. I . Com- 
ment, vol. I. p. 72. 

II Tales funt haeretici, qui orationem fuam verborum 
decore componunt, non ut convertant audientes a vitiis> 
fed ut delefient. Opera, vol. i. p. 614. 

§ Ata mv imepScPoSo'av ray ai^aim /laviav^ ot iia m cvamcet 
avroHprnleiv rz ra a^fnla ictvktv fjtvmpicff. Philof. p. 6; 

U 2 dcfcriptivc 
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defcriptive of the Gnoftics, but not one of 
them can be faid to apply to the unitarians* 

But, befides this, there are a great variety 
of characters by which Origen difttnguiflies 
heretics in general, and by which it may be 
perceived that he could not mean any be- 
fides the Gnoftics. 

In one place he evidently conflders the 
unitarians 2indi heretics feparately, as two dif- 
tinCt clafTes of men ; but fuppofes that the 
unitarians confounded the perfons of the 
Father and the Son, on which account they 
were called Patripajfians. But notwith- 
ftanding the evil that he j&ys of them, he 
acknowledges that they adhered to their 
opinion as thinking that it did honour to 
Chrift, as on other occafions he afcribes it 
to their regard to the one true God the Fa- 
ther, ** We are not," fays he, ** to con- 
** fider thofe as taking the part of Chrift^ 
" who think falfely concerning him, out 
*' of an idea of doing him honour. Such 
** are thofe who confound the ifitelled: of 

the Father and the Son, diftingui£hing 

their fubflance in idea and name only»^ 
*' Alfo the heretics, who, out of a dc- 
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'' fire of fpeaking magnificently concerning 
^* him, carry their blafphemy very high, 
** even to the miker of the world, are not 
-** not on his fide**" 

Firmilian, writing to Cyprian on the 
fubjed of re-baptizing heretics, in anfwer 
to one Stephanus, who urged a direction of 
the apoftles to that purpofe, replies, that all 
hcrefies of any confequence were fubfe- 
quent to the time of the apoftles. The en- 
tire paflage, which I (hall infert in the 
notes, deferves the attention of the reader -f*. 

* Ov vopurB(» yap nvcu im£p <ptu% rag rail^uhi ffomlag %£fi ails 
favloffia TH 3b|af «v aJlov^ ottoioi. ektiv a-uyKSOvleg nsoil^og xj vm ewoiay^ 
3^ TJj VTTOfaaii £va 3iSbv7e5 mcu tqv 'malspa jy rov viovy t>i eTTivoia /jumi 
^ rotg ovofAa(ri^ iiatpsJl^g to ev wroKenetfjLSvcv . hoi oi airo roif ai^easm^ 
faflaa-ux m fisya>a "Sjspi aula f^omv, a^peww eig to v^&- 'KoCKdvkg^ 
Hou Koxag Hyovk; tov irifjuapyoy^ nfc eiaiv imep aula. Comment, in 
Matt. vol. I. p. 471. 

f Et quidem quantum ad id pertineat quod Ste];4ianus 
dixit, quafi apoftoli eos qui ab haerefi veniant baptizari 
prohibuerint, et hoc cuftodiendum pofteris tradiderint; 
pleniiSme vos refpondiftis, neminem tarn flultum cSc qui 
hoc credat apoftolos tradidifle, quando etiam ipfas haerefes 

conftet execrabiles ac deteftandas poflea extitifle. Cum et • 

* 

Marcion Cerdonis difcipulus inveniatur, fero poft apoftolus 
ct poft ionga ab eis tempqra, facrilegam adverfus Deun^ 
traditjonem induxiiTe. Apelles quocjae blafphemiae ejus 
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It is alfo evident that that excellent bifhop 
confidered the Gnoflics as the only heretics,- 
when he faid they had neither God, nor 
Lord, nor church, nor faith, &c. in com- 
mon with them*. 

confentiens multa alia nova et graviora iidei ac vefiuti 
inimica addiderit. Sed et Valentini et Bafilidis tempus 
manifeftum eft quod et ipfi poft apoftolos et poft longam 
aetatem, adverfus ecclefiam Dei fceleratis mendaciis fub 
lebellaverint. Ceteros quoque haeriticos conftat pravas 
fuas fe£tas et inventiones perverfas prout quifque errore 
du£lus eft, poftea induxifle; quos omncs manifeftum eft a 
femet ipfis damnatos efle, et ante diem judicii inexcufabi- 
lem fententiam adverfus femetipfos dixifie : quorum bap. 
tifma qui confirmat, quid aliud quam cum ipfis fe adjudicate 
et fe ipfe participem talibus faciendo condemnat ? Cy» 
priani Opera, vol.2, p. 219. 

* Porro cum nobis et haereticis nee Deus unus fit, nee 
Dominus unus, nee una ecclefia, nee fides una, fed nee unus 
fpiritus, aut corpus unum^ manifeftum eft ncc baptifma 
nobis et haereticis commune efte pofle, quibus nihil eft 
omnino commune. Ibid. p. 229. 
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SECTION VI. 

Of Herefy in a later Period. 

J T is of no great confequence to carry 
thefe authorities any farther, as it. is ac- 
knowledged that the unitarians were con- 
fidered as heretics after the timeof Origen; 
and it is poflible that they may be,fo called 
occafionally by him, as well as others of his 
time who difliked their principles. For 
about this time the term herefy^ began to 
be applied to the doftrines which were hot 
entertained by thofe more learned chriftians, 
whofe opinions (being in appearance more 
flattering to Chrift, the author of their re- 
ligion) c9ntinually gained ground ; though 
it was a long time before the common 
people in general could relifh them. So 
well eftablifhed, however by a long courfe 
of time,, was the fynonymous ufe of the 
terms heretic^ and Gnojiicy that they con- 
tinued to b6 fo ufed Qccafionally, even long 
after the decrees of councils had pronounced 
other dodtrines to be heretical ; and of this 
I fhall give fomc inftances. 

y 4 Athanafiui? 
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Athanafius fays, " the heretics make to 
*' themfelvcs another maker of the univerfc 
** befides the Father of our Lord Jcfus 
^^ Chrift *." Indeed, Athanafius confi- 
dered the proper unitarians in a more fa-r 
vourable light than he did either the Gnof- 
tics or the Arians +. Again, he fays, *^ the 
*' heretics, leaving the difcipline of the 
^^ church, and making fhipwreck of faith, 
*^ ' make themlelves another God be- 
" fides the true God, the Father of Chrift, 
** who, they fay, was unbegottcn, the 
^< author of evil, and the maker of the 
" world $•" 

Eufebius, fpeaking of the herefies of 
the Jews, and thofe of the Greeks, de- 
fcribes them as atheiftical, fome of them 
introducing feveral contrary principles, and 

* Of 3e cuko ran euptnen o^Xov ioeyloig avaathanrkllcu 3»|Miit^y«i^ 
70.7 'SJavlav 'mapa rov voOspa ts xvpiH nyim In^tf Xf^* ^^ Incav^ 
jiatione, Opera, vol. i- p* 55. 

t See Opera, vol. i. p. 975, 977, 978. 

>aa;, x^ fBepi rry mm vavayno'aSii^ jc^ hIm ficf vroreuw ry mow 

iffapa^fovHo-iv zivou . ovaTrXaTlovlM h icuJloig vapa tov a^D&twy tv 
Xp^r^ 'ssotizpa $£ov ilipov,^ ^ thIov a^ewnlcvM ri xcoa votfim Kj VK 

KctKioi afx;iryoy^ tov i^ mj x7i^£«j 3?3f«8f>w, Contra Gentes, 
Opera, vol. i.p.6. 

ethers 
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others afcribing the government of the uni- 
verfe to wicked pcrfons *. He alfo fays, 
that Simon Magus was the leader of all 
herefy -f*. 

Cyril of Jerufalem, whofc neighbour* 
hood feems to have abounded with Gnof- 
tics, and efpecially with Manicheans, ad- 
vifes to ** hate all heretics, but efpecially 
*' thofe who had their name from mad- 
** nefs J," meaning Manes ; and through 
his whole work he generally fpeaks of the 
Gnoftics as if he had thought them to be 
the only proper heretics, though he does 
not fcruplc occafionally to give the fame 
appellation to others who thought differ- 
ently from him. Thus he joins others in 
calling Simon Magus the inventor of all 
herefy §. ** The heretics,'' he fays, *' do 
•' not acknowledge one God Almighty. 

* In Pfa. 64. Montfaucon's Colleflio Patrum, vol. i. 
P- 3^3- 

pii^YipafjLSv* Hift. lib. 2- cap. 13. p. 62. 

J Kcu fjuffsi fASV "ssavlag cupslutag^ s^au^Bla; &, rov tjj; fjianag 
^TuiufjLcv, Cat. 6. p. 91^ 

^ Kou'sjaon; ficv atpzcnag ev^ikg ^ifiav oMopyog^ Cat. 6. p. IS 7. 

2 ' '' For 
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** For almighty is he who rules over all, 
" and has power over all ; for they who 
** fay he is Lord of the foul, but not of the 
*' body, do not make him perfeft. For 
*' how can he be perfedl who wants either 
*' of thefc ? If he has power over the foul, 
*' and not over the body, how is he al- 
** mighty; and if he has power over the 
** body, and not over the foul, how .is he 
*' almighty * ?'* 

The term heretic feems alfo to be appro-r 
priated to the Gnoftics in the following 
paflage: '* Nor has the devil made thefe 
*' attempts with refpedl to the Gentiles 
** only ; but many who are falfely called 
** chriftians, improperly called by the frag* 
" rant name of Chrift, have impioufly dared 
** to alienate God from his own works. I 
*' mean the heretics, who are abominable 

loKfJopoi Seov . "SJavloxpaloip yap £nv, vravluv npoiloDVy vaihn 
s^y,ji:x^cov . 01 & Uyovli^^ rov fjt£v^ flvat rng ^uxn^ ieavrohnf^ iw Jk, 
Tn <Ta;xxiog^ a tbT^iov y^yacn, 'ma; yap t€X«05,o X£«T«y ouarw ixa- 
'hrj' yap ^^vx»l» t^iau f;^fiu*v, a-ca/juzlc; 3e eiaffuxv fAim bxju9j «»j 
^avloHpalo}^ • )Cj SgcTTroffiiw cufjialcovy /^yi e^wu^oiv 3e 'snufuQw^ 
Qj(a; 'SC£iloHcoP,i}p. Cat. 8. pt 1 1 1 . 
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*' and atheiftical, pretending to be lovers of 
*' Chrift, but who are in reality haters of 
'* Chrift; for he who blafphemes the Fa- 
" ther of Chrift is the enemy of the Son. 
** Ye have dared to fay, that there are two 
" deities, one good and the other evil *. 
** Let the mouths of all heretics be ftop- 
** ped who complain of the body, or rather 
" of him that formed itf." Laftly, imme- 
diately after fpeaking of unitarians, who 
faid that Chrift was from the earth only, he 
mentions *' the heretics, who fay that Jefus is 
*' one perfon, and Chrift another J." Here- 
tics feem alfo to be ufed as fynonymous 
to Gnoftics in other parts of his work§. 

yap riSv\ 3^ faoT^oi t«v x^irtavojv ^/gvJwf 7<^o[j,ivm tcov tw suco^eraloi) 
X^i5TJ ovoyLoii HcxHcog 'srpQa-ayopevofJLSVcaVf (loy^mrcxv ourticag aitco:^- 
Ipicixrai rov Sew rasv oiKSim "sroirifjLalm . T85 rav oupilaiuv Aeyw 'srouS^ag^ 
Taj ^va-taWfJt^ i^ a^Ecolcclii; 'mpoaTToinfjiSviig fA£V etvcu (po^x^i^q^ fjucro- 
XpiTug ii 'ijavleT^g . yap tov motlspa ts *%^<r8 iua^rjfjiav, ex^pog en 
T« via . eloT^crav eittbiv sloi ^uo ^zolrHag^ fjuav ayoSrjv, .^ (mov Kcxxm^ 
Cat. 6. p. 85. 

i 4>f/>uiSw(rav yap 01 ai^slixoi nnavlzg 01 xahrYOpavlsg rav a-aiAolaVy 
fjLaT^v Sv aula th 'B^Xa(Tav%g' Cat. 12. p. 162. 

J Kai Sia rag 'SJ>ayag rav aipilifcav^ rav T^cvlav^ a»jsv fizv bivm 

TOV Xp^Tov^ a^^ov oe rov Iuo"sy. Cat. lo. Opera, p. 125. 

§ Seep. 112, 113. 116, 145. 

•Bafil 
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Bafil, diftinguiihing between heretics and 
fchifmatics, fays, that ** the heretics were 
*' entirely broken off from the church, on 
** account of the faith itfelf * ;" and all the 
inflances that he mentions are of Gnoftics, 
Grego: y Nazianzen, who reprefenta the Fa- 
ther as the only pcrfon in the trinity who 
was Iparcd in his time, fays, that he was 
the firil who had been diflionoured. by the 
heretics, being divided into the good and 
the demiurgus ^f-. This was never laid to 
the charge of the unitarians, 

** Where," fays Jerom, " is Marcion» 
*' Valcntinus, and all the heretics, who 
ailert that one being was the maker of the 
world, that is, of things vifible, and an- 
other of things invifible +." " AH within 
*' the church," he fays again, " arc ruilic 
'* and fimple, all heretics Ariftotelians or 

"iY.j'ai, Ad Amphilochium Ep. Opera, vol. 3. p. ao, 

^iOix'.rt;, Or. 24. Opera, p. 428. 

X ^'bi funt Marcion et Valentinus, ct omnes hxretici, 
qui altcrum mundi, id ell, vifibilium, ?t alterum allerunt 
invinbilium concjitorem ? In Eph. cap. 5. Opera, vol. 6^ 
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** Platonifts ^T .Of thefc two defcriptions 
of men, the former, by the confcffion of all 
antiquity, much better applied to the uni- 
tarians than the latter. 

Chryfoftom reprcfents it as an anfwer to 
*' all the herefy that would ever arife, that 
** Mofcs faid, in the beginning God created 
*' the heavens and the earth." He adds, 
** If the Manicheans come to you, and talk 
** of their pre-exiftent matter, or Marcion, 
*' or Valentinus, or the gentiles, fay to them, 
•* in the beginning God created the heavens 
'* and the earth-f *" This was never denied 
by any unitarian. 

Laftly, CEcumenius reprefents the wif- 
dom of the world as the caufe of herefy;[;> 

* Ecclefiaftici enim rudici funt ct fmiplices : omnes vero 
haeretici Ariftotdici et Platonic! funt. InPf.^j. Opera, 
vol. 7. p. 95. 

+ Pimavicf, B^jli^{lo 'Esaffoq OfjLou rag Jixjn' ^tZavim iTTi^vofiEva^ 
amaa; t>j s)tKM<Tia jixlu^ev avaa-Truv diala bitteiv' sv apx^i sTrotrvrev^ 
^£og TQjf oi/pavov xj tw yr^v . xav yof MavixMo; na^ocre}^ XByajv 
rnv i/Aijv 'ZiTf ow^of x«v ' xav Ma^KLcov^ xanf OyoAsv^iro^, xav Et^wow' 
^aihg, >£ys 'ss^o; avlov ' tv a^x^ E7roir\<rev o ^eog rov oufcafw i^ mv yvpf^ 
In Gen. cap. i. Opera, vol. 2. p. 13- 

X Tig Copog ev ufjuv, ^iXotf^oi ovleg oi ay&f«^o<, i^ t>i cofix 
TH xtxriM nrn «ux^%^ ^ cf (v xj[ (i^ov taw p^Suy Haffnii^MV sm^ 
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and this writer always fpeaks of the uni- 
tarians as a fimple people, Thefc are all 
evident traces of its having been an original 
opinion, that the Gnoftics were the only 
heretics; fince the language and the fenti-* 
ment occurred fo frequently after the prin- 
ciple itfelf had been abandoned, which is a 
thing by no means uncommon* 

lai roug cuasovloi . oScv x) cupEo-eig c$i)\&ov. In Jac* Opera, Vol. 

2. p. 465. 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the Apojiles Greedy as a guard, againjl 

Gnojlicifm. 

;js^OTHING perhaps that has hitherto 
been advanced can give us fo clear an 
idea of the extreme dread virhich the catho- 
lic chriftians entertained of the principles of 
the Gnoftics, as an attention to the feveral 
articles of that creed w^hich is commonly 
called the apojiles^ all of which, in its origi- 
nal ftate, were evidently intended to exclude 
the Gnoftics, and no other clafs of perfons 
whatever. 

A profeffion of faith in the divine miflion 
of Chrift, and generally of repentance alfo, 
which had been the great objed: of John's 
baptifm, to which that of Chrift fucceeded, 
was always required of every perfon who 
was a candidate for admiflion into the chrif- 
tian church. But while there were no he- 
refies that gave much alarm to the body of 
chriftians, it was thought fufHcient to make 

the 
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the catechumens fimply to profefs their 
faith in Chrift, or, if they were Jews, that 
Jefus was the Mefliah ; and fuch are all the 
inftances of baptifm that are mentioned in 
the book of AAs. But afterwards, whether 
in the time of the apoftles, or not, but very 
probably before the death of John, other 
articles were added, intended to exclude per- 
fons who were not thought to be proper 
members of chriftian churches, though they 
did profefs to believe in the divine miiiion 
of Chrift. At what time each of thcfe 
articles was inferted in the creed is not 
known ; and indeed the pradlice of the 
church appears to have been various in this 
relpect, fome articles having been ufed in 
one church, and others in another, and ftill 
lefs was the {^m^Jbrm of words ftriflly ad- 
hered to. 

We are able, however, in fome meafure^ 
to trace the progrefs of this baptifmal creed 
by its being publifhed, with more or lefs of 
comment, by different chriftian writers, 
from Irenaeus, who is the firft who has 
given any of the articles of it, to Ruffinus^ 
who firft publifhed a profefled comnientary 

upon 
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upon it, and fince whofe time no cojifider- 
able alterations have been made in it. And 
it is remarkable that Irenae^us introduces this 
creed into his treatife on herefy, as a proof 
that the perfons he wrote againft were con- 
demned by it ; and in thofe parts of his 
work he condemns none but the Gaoftics. 
Accordingly we read in Optatus, that ^* hc- 
*• retics deferted the i^cvtAfymbol^j' for fo 
this creed waS called, and this was not true 
of any fet of perfons whatever befides the 
Gnoftics. 

We have accounts of this creed in two 
different places of the work of Irenasus ; 
and though it is evident that he does not 
give this creed in the very words in which 
it was delivered to the catechumens (indeed 
the two copies of the creed that he does give, 
differing confiderably from each other, is a 
proof that he did not mean to give the creed 
itfelf, but only a commentary upon it) it is 
eafily to perceive by his glofs what was the 
real objed: of each article in it, and for 
this purpofe I (hall recite both his copies. 

* Haeretici vero, veritatis exules, fani et vcriffimi fym- 
boli defertores, — — lib. i. P. 13- / 

Vol. I. X '* He 
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** He who holds without fwerving the 
'• rule of truth which he received at bap- 
'* tifm, will underftand the names, phrafcs, 
*' and parables of the fcriptures, and will 
** not know this blafphemous hypothefis.— 
** The churches planted by the apoflles^ 
** and their difciples to the end of the earth, 
** received that faith which is in one God, 
** the Father Almighty, who made the hea- 
** vens and the earth, and the fea, and all 
*' things that are in them ; and in one Jefus 
** Chrift, the fon of God, incarnate for our 
** falvation; and in the holy fpirit, who 
** preached by the prophets the difpenfa-> 
*' tion of the gofpel, and the coming, and 
*' the birth by a virgin, and his fufFcrings 
** and refurredtion from the dead, and the 
^' afcent of our beloved Lord Jefus Chrift 
*' into heaven in the flefli, and hisVeturn 

■ 

** from heaven in the glory of the Father, 
*« to complete all things, and to raife all 
" the flcfli of mankind ; that to Chrift Je- 
** fus, our Lord and God, and Saviour, 
** and king, according to the will of the 
<* invifible Father, every knee might bow, 
*' €f things in heaven^ and things in earthy 

^*arid 
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^* and things under the earth, that every 
*^ tongue fhould confefs to him, and that he 
** fhould judge all in righteoufnefs ; that 
** he might fend into everlafting fire fpiri- 
*' tual wickednefs, the angels who tranf- 
'* grefled, and who apoftatized, the ungod- 
*' ly, the wicked, and lawlefs, and blaf- 
** phemous men; but give life immortal, 
** and eternal glory, to the righteous, the 
'* holy, and thofe who keep his command- 
'* ments, thofe who remain in his love 
'* from the beginning, and alfo thofe who 
*' repent *. 

Sia T8 PaTriKTfji^o^ E{^>j(p£, Tot fjisv ex rav ypapcov ovof/ala, xj rotg 
7;£|£if , 3^ Tas 'ssapaQoT^^ ETriyvaa-elai^ tysv h p?^aa-(pr]iJLOv imd^ea-n 
TOLul'AV HH BTTiyvcoaelM. 

HMEN yccp zHMM(Tta^ naiTrep tca^ oXjj; mg oixsfMVYig zag 'zsEpctlav 
mg yng ^lecTrapfjisvyiy Tsapa ?£ tojv a7roTO>JUv^ ^ tuv Ekeivoiv fjux^av 
fusapoCha^iida. Tyjv Eig evol ^Eoy 'SJolEpa "sscxHoKpoLiopa tw 'SHETToinKola tov 
apavQV, xj mv ym, ^ Tag ^aT^otcffogj jcJ 'zjavla ra ev auloig^ 's^iriv . xj 
Eig Eva %/5irov Imav^ tcv uiov ts $£«, tov aapxa^Evnra uTTEp mg yi(iE\Epotg 
cMvipiag ' xj Eig YIveu/am ayiov^ to Jice tcjv *apc^m Kvcy\pvxfig Tag 
ciKovcfjuag^ x^ Tag EXEuasig^ )c^ Tnv £x 'S^ap^sva yEvvEcriv^ )y to ^siaBog ^ tw 
Eyspaiv EK vEHpav^ xj mv EvaapKOV Eig T«f spav^g ava?<n^iv th YryccTrrjfjLEva 
XpiT^ hian T« Kupm riijuijv^ jcJ tw ek tojv iipavav ev rn 5b|>j th Halpog 
"ma^scriav auln, etti to avaKE^a>£ua<raff^ai Ta nsaHa^ xj ava^aai 
'siaaav capna 'siaffYig av^pairol-^og, iva xp^rai Ij^ra t« fiupia nfiuv^ 
xj Sew, xJ crw7»^<, x) jS^a'iTvet, xa7a tuv syJbww ts iW^oj t« aopc^a^ 

X 2 '«r^ 
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The other copy, if it may be fo called^ 
of the baptifmal creed is fliorter than this, 
but to the fame purpofe; reprefenting all 
chriftians as believing *^ in one God the 
** maker of heaven and earth, and of all 
" things that are therein, by Jefus Chrifl-, 
*' the fun of God, who from his great love 
** to his creatures, fubmitted to be born* of 
** a virgin; he by himfelf uniting man to 
^' God,. and fuffered under Pontus Pilate; 
** and having rifen again, and being received 
'* into glory, will come to favc thofe who 
" are favcd, and to judge thofe who are 
** judged, and fend into everlafting fire 
^* thofe who change the truth, and dcfpife 
** the Father and his coming*. 

mav yovv nafju^Ti ETrspaviuy t^ miyeiw iy xalax^oviav, £ tseura '/k»<r- 
ex e^c/jLohoyYia-yJIai ocvlco^ )^ Kf>i<Tiv ^piouav cv rcig 'sran votnffi^ , ra 
fjLsv 'mBUfjuxiuici m; 'srovYipiagy jc) ceyysXsg 'sstfoJ^BQimlab;^ -^ gv awor«- 
cia yt7ci'(P,a;, )^ Toug OLcrtSeigy -^ c^umg^ ly avofjmgj x) S^afffn/Jtag 
rav cxv^paTTCJV £ig to ouaviov navp 'Zore/A^^n * roig Se ^atauoiq^ x) oo^u^j ry 
Ta; v^o'Kcx; aJl^ Tily\pmo<ri>t -i cv T>i aya^ni oujla ^lOfjLSfjLEvnfioa'i rcig Mr 
apyji^i '^^^7 ^^ ^^ iJiBlavoiagj imv x^p^^^f-^vog. af^apcruxv iiBtpvHnilM^ 
x) Sb|ay cuQiviav 'syspiTToiryrYi. Lib, I. cap. 2.-p. 45. 

^ In unum Deum credentes fabricatorcm caeli ct terra?, 
et omnium quae in eis funt, per Chriftum Jefum Dei -fili- 
um. Qiii propter eminentiffimam erga iigmentum fuum 
dilcdionem, earn quae elTet ex virgine generationem fufti- 

nuit^ 
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The articles in our prefent creed to which 
thofe in thefe two glofles correfpond, are 
eafily perceived to be the following, " \ 
^' believe in God the Father Almighty, 
*' maker of heaven and earth, and in Jefus 
*^ Chrift his only Son our Lord, who was 
*' conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the 
" Virgin Mary, fufFered under Pontius Pilate 
*' was crucified, dead, and buried. The third 
^* day he rofe from the dead, he afcended , 
** into heaven, and fitteth at the right 
*' hand of God the Father Almighty, from 
^' thence he fhall come to judge the living 
^^ and the dead.'' To thefe perhaps may- 
be added the article which, in a ftill more 
explicit manner, exprefles the refurredion 
of the dead, or ^s it was more anciently 
exprelTed oftbefiejh. 

Thefe are certainly alj the articles to 
which thofe in the two gloffes of Irenaeus 
can be fuppofed to correfpond 5 and nothing 

nuit, ipfe per fe hominem adunans Deo,' et paffus fub Pon- 
tio Pilato et refurgens, et in claritate receptus, in gloria 
venturus falvator eorum qui falvantur, et jude)f eorum 
qui judicantur, et mittens in ignem aeternum transfigura- 
tores veritatis, et contemptores Patris fui et adventus ejus« 
Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

X3 ^ can 
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can be more evident than that every one of 
them was intended to exclude the Gnof- 
tics, except perhaps, that which fpeaks of 
Chrift as born of a virgin. But even this 
might not be intended to defcribe the iirtA 
of Chrift in fuch a manner as to exclude. 
thofe who thought it natural, fo much as 
to aflert that he was really and properly. 
born, in pppolition to thofe Gnaftics who 
faid that he was not properly born, as he 
took nothing from his mother. As we 
learn frpm Origen that there were even in 
the Gentile church fome pcrfons who did 
not believe the miraculous conception, and 
as this is only a glofs upon the creed 
given by Irenaeus, who did believe it, and 
thought it to be of confiderable import- 
ance, we cannot be fure that this article in 
its prefent form, was in the creed as it was 
made ufe of in his time. At moft, this 
article could only be intended to exclude 
from chriftian communion thofe unitarians 
who difbclieved- the miraculous conception, 
and by no means thofe who did believe it, 
which is the cafe of almoft all the uni-. 
tarians of the prefent age. 

Indeed 
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. . Indeed the fa6t, which is univerfally ac- 
knowledged, viz. that great numbers of 
unitarians were in communion with the 
catholic church, before and after the time 
of Irenaeus, fufficiently proves that the pro- 
per creed, to which all chriftians gave their 
confent, did not contain any articles that 
mufl (if they had any operation or eifedt) 
have excluded them. The learned Dr. 
Grabe fuppofes that the article concerning 
the miraculous conception, was not in the 
early baptifmal creeds, but was referved for 
a head of inftrudion after baptifm*. 

All the other articles above mentioned 
are acknowledged by the learned writer of 
the Hijiory of the Apojiles Creeds to be di- 
rected againft the Gnoftics, who did not 
believe that the maker of heaven and earth 
was the FatHcr of Jefus Chrift, that Jefus 
was the Chrift, that he was ever properly 
born, or fufFered, and who did not believe 
in a refurredion, or future judgment. If 
it be thought that any of thefe articles, or 
any claufe in them, was not originally in- 

* Anndtala in BuUi Judicium, cap, 6; BulU Opera, 
P- 339- 

X4 ..tended 
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tended to exclude the Gnoftics, at leaft it 
cannot be faid that they were intended to 
exclude any other fet of men, but to ex- 
prefs Aich fadts, or principles, as were be- 
lieved by all chriftians. 

Dr. Sykes obferves, that fince thefe two 
creeds of Ircnseus ** do not agree in words, 
'« nor confift of the fame articles, but differ 
** in many inftances, they cannot be looked 
** upon as creeds of any church, but as 
** fummaries of the doiftrines of chriftianity 
** drawn up in this author's own form*/* 
However, though they certainly, for thefe 
reafgns, are not creeds in words, and form, 
they are evidently the writer's glofs, or 
comment on fome a£tual creed, and allude 
to the particular articles of one. 

The next copies of the creed, or at leaft 
fomcthing like it, we find in the writings 
of Tertullian j who gives us three of them, 
all very different from each other, and from 
thofe of Irenaeus 5 two of them evidently 
diffufe gloffes, and more likely to be fo, as 
they are introduced into treatifes againft 

^ Enquiry when the refurredlion of the body was in-* 
ferted m the public creeds, p. i z« 

I particular 
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particular herefies ; the other more fimple, 
and being inferted in a treatife relating to 
pradtice, is more likely to approach nearer 
to the real creed propofed to the catechu- 
mens in his time. It is as follows. ** The 
^ rule of faith is only one, admitting of no 

* change or emendation^ requiring us to be- 
' lieve in one God Almighty, the maker of 
^ the world ; and in his Son Jefus Chrift, 

* born of the Virgin Mary, crucified under 

* Pontius Pilate, raifed from the dead on the 

* third day, received up into heaven, now 
' fitting at the right hand of the Father, 

* and who will come again to judge both 

* the living and the dead, even by the re- 

* furredtion of tKe flefh. This law of 

* faith remaining, other things, being mat- 

* ters of difcipline and condudl, admit of 
^ new correftions, the grace of God co-* 

* operating*.'* 

* Regula quidem iidei una omnino eft, fola, imino-* 
biliS) et irreformabilis, credendi fcilicet in unicum deum, 
omnipotentem, mundi conditorem, et filium ejus Jefum 
Chriftum, natum ex Virgine Maria, crucifixum fub Pontio 
Pilato, tertia die refufcitatum a mortuis, receptum in caelis 
fedentem nunc ad dextram patris, venturum judicare vivos 
etmortuos, per carnis etiam irefurredtionem. Hac lege 

fidei 
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This creed contains no articles that arc 
not contained in the creed of Irenseus, ex- 
cept the more diftindt mention of the re- 
furredtion of the flefh, which it is well 
known all the Gnoftics denied; fo that 
there can be no doubt of its having been 
direftcd againft them. 

The fecond creed of Tcrtullian occurs 
in his treat ifc De Prafcriptione, in which 
he combats the Gnoftic doftrine; and 
therefore he enlarges upon the feveral ar- 
ticles, with a view to make it more evi- 
dently levelled againft them. •' The rule 
•' of faith is that by which we are taught 
*' to believe that there is but one God^ 
** and this no other than the maker of the 
*' world, who produced every thing out of 
** nothing, by his own word" then firft 
" fent down ; that that word was called 
** his Son, that he appeared varioufly in 
** the name (i. e. in the charadter) of God 
** to the partriarchs, that he was afterwards 

fidci mancnte, caetera jam difciplinae et converfationis, ad- 
mittunt novitatem correiHonis, operante fcilicet et profi- 
ciente ufque ad finem gratia dci- De Virginibus velandisi 
fc£l. I. p. 173. 

« conve^^4 
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*^ conveyed by the Spirit, and power of 
^* God the Father, into the Virgin Mary; 
^* that he was made flefh in her womb, and 
^* from her appeared in the perfon of Jefus 
*' Chrift ; that he thence preached a new 
*^ law, and a new promife of the kingdom 
** of heaven ; that he performed miracles, 
^* was fixed to the crofs, rofe again on the 
f third day, was taken up into heaven, fat 
f* at the right hand of the Father, fent the 
** power of the Holy Spirit in his place to 
** infpire believers ; that he will come with 
f glory to take the faipts to inherit eternal 
** life, and the celeftial promifes, and to 
** judge the wicked to everlafting fire, be- 
f' ing raifed again in their flelh*/' Admit- 

* Regula eft autem fidei, ut jam hlnc quid defendamus 
profiteamur, ilia fcilicet qua creditur unum omnino Deum 
efle; nee alium praeter mundi conditorem; qui univer- 
fa de nihilo produxerit, per verbum fuum primo omnium 
demifTum : Id verbum filium ejus appellatum, in nomine 
Dei varie vifum a patriarchis, in prophetis femper audi- 
tum, poftremo delatum ex fpiritu patris, Dei ct virtute, in ' 
Virginem Mariam, carnem faftum in utero ejus, et ex ea na- 
tum egiffe [exifle] JefumChriftum : exinde praedicaflenovam 
legem, et novam promiiEonem regni coelorum : virtutes 
feciffe : fixum cruce ; tertia die rcfurrexifle : in coelos 
ereptum fediiTe ad de^cteram Patris : mififle vicariam vim 

fpiritus 
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ting this to have been the genuine creed, 
every article in it is Hill more evidently 
pointed at the Gnoftics.. 

The third copy of the creed, or rather a 
another glofs upon it, is found in TertuI^ 
lian's Treatife againft Praxeas 5 and being 
a glofs, the objedt of it is evidently to make 
it exprefs more clearly his ovirn doiftrine 
of the perfonification of the logos, which 
Praxeas denied. It is as follovirs; /* We 
*' believe in one God, but under that dif* 
** penfation which we call the oeconomy; 
** fo that there is alfo a Son of this one 
" God, his word, who proceeded from 
^' him, by whom all things were made, 
*^ and without whom nothing was made 
' * that was made ; that he was fent by the 
** Father into a virgin, and of her born man 
** and God, the fon of man, and the fon of 
** God, and called Jefus Chrift; that he 
" fufFered, died, and was buried^ according 

fpiritus fandli, qui credentes agat: venturuin cum clari- 
tate, ad fumcndos fan£):os in vitae sternac et promifTorum 
coelcflium fruflum, et ad profanos adjudicandos igni per- 
petuo, fa£^a utriufque partis refufcitatione cum carais refti- 
tutionc. Sedt. 13. p. 206. 

■^^to 
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** to the fcriptures ; that he was raifed by 
** the Father, and taken up into heaven, 
** that he fits at the right hand of the Fa- 
^* ther, and that he will come to judge the 
" living and the dead ; who thence, ac- 
** cording to his promife, fent from the 
*' Father the Holy Spirit, the comforter, 
" and the fanftifier of the faith of thofe 
5^ who believe in the Father, the Son, and 
*Mhe Holy Spirit*." 

Of the other articles which were added 
to the creed afterwards, an account may be 
feen in the learned Hijlofy of the creed men- 
tioned above, and it is very apparent that 

* Unicum quidem deum credimus, fub hac tamen dif- 
penfatione quam ceconomiam dicimus, ut unici dei fit ct 
filius fermo ipfius, qui ex ipfo proceflerit, per quern omnia 
fa£la funt, et fine quo faftum eft nihil ; hunc miffum a 
patre in virginem, et ex ea natum hominem et deum^ 
filium hominis et filium dei, et cognominatum Jefum 
Chriftum. Hunc paffum, bunc mortuum, et fepultum, 
fecundum fcripturas^ et refufcitatum a patre, et in caelos 
refumptum, fcdere ad dextram patris, venturum judicare 
vivos et mortuos, qui exinde miferit, fecundum promiffi- 
onem fuam, a patre fpiritum fan£lum, paracletum, fanfti- 
ficatorem fidei eorum qui credunt in patrem et fib'um et 
fpiritum fanSum. Hanc regulam ab initio evangelii de- 
cucurriiTe, &c. Ad. Praxeam, fed. 2. p. 501. 

they 
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they were all levelled at particular herefics ; 
but all the original articles of the creed 
were calculated to exclude the Gnoftics, 
and not one of them can be faid to affedt 
the unitarians, cfpecially if they believed 
the miraculous conception, as 1 may have 
occafion to obferve more particularly here- 
after. At prefcnt I produce thefe creeds 
with a view to fhew how foon the chriftian 
church took the alarm at the principles of 
the Gnoftics, and how careful they were to 
take all the methods in their power to keep 
them out of the church. 

It appears from Cyril of Jerufalem, that 
the ufe that was made of the creed was to 
interrogate each of the candidates for bap- 
tlfm, whether they believed the feveral ar- 
ticles of it*. 

I fliall conclude this account of the creed 
with obfcrving that, in the Apoftolical Con- 
flitutions, which were probably written in 
the fourth century, we have a very fhort 

* Mela 'voL^x etti- t^tj ayiav ts ^bih ^aTflKTiuSag £)c^tfayday&ff5s 
xcy^ufJLQYi^^cxv^ W5 x^^^^^ ^'^^ ''■^ ravPH em to 'SJ^oKSifievov f/tvr^ut, ;jj 
Yi^ulsclo iKa-rc; fi ^itbvh ei; tc cvo/xa th '^ocI^o^^ ]^ ts w», x) t« 0718 
nv£y/*«7cf. Cat. Myft, 2. p. 285. 

and 
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and fimplc creed propofed. For it is there 
faid, that " the faith of chriftians is to be- 
** lieve that there is one Ahuighty God, 
*' and no others and that he alone is to be 
** worfhipped by Jefus Chrift, in the holy 
^* fpirit *." 

In the times in which the doftrine of 
the trinity was much agitated, the articles 
of the apoftles creed were not thought 
to be fufficient ; and fome of the more 
zealous bifliops propofed the Nicenc creed, 
and other tefts to thofe who were in com- 
munion with them. Theodoret made his 
catechumens recite the Nicene creed at 
baptifm -f-. Epiphanius alfo propofed a 
large creed to be ufed at baptifm, in oppo- 
fition to heretics J. But this pradtice does 

'cavayia 'ssveuiAxli, Gonftitut. Apoft. lib. 6. p. 343. 

-f- Tag yap hoQ sfcarov ilogra 'sjavayia 'sr^oaiovla; ^TcliVfjtJJi^ tjjv 
tKle^BKrav sv 'Nixaia *aa^a ruv ayim ^ /juxtia^uov'Trale^cov "s^mv EKJ^uzp- 
^avEiv zsa^aamvoLioiwi . xj iMrayay^zg aulag tag tr^Qjelax^fJisy^ 
ffxTrli^oixEv sig to ovoijux T8 Tlalpog^ 3^ ra TiSyy^ rs ayia HvEUfialog^ 
EviKcag EKarnv "ss^oTrryo^iav i^^ocfs^ovlEg, Epift. 145. Opera, vol. 
3. p. 1023. 

X Ancoratus, feil. i2i. Op^ra, voL 2. p. I23« 

not 
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not appear to have been general. A copy 
of the apoftles creed, much enlarged, with 
a kind of comment, may be feen in the 
works of Cyril of Alexandria *• 



CHAPTER VI. 

Of the DoStrine of Plato concerning God, and 
the general Syjiem of Nature. 

tT will be feen, that what was called or^ 
thodox chrifitanlty after the council of 
Nice had received a coniiderable tinge from 
the tenets of Gnofticifm, of which a view 
has been given in the laft fedioiu But the 
proper fource of it was the philofbphy of 
Plato. 

The dodlrine of the perfonificaiion of the 
logos J or the divine intelledl, confifting of the 
attributes of wifdom^ power ^ &c. was cer- 
tainly introduced by the Platonifts, and 

* Opera, vol. «. p. 699. 

from 
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from them it was adopted by the chriftiaa 
Fathers j but it appears to me^ from a * 
pretty careful examination of the writings 
of Plato, that this was not done by him- 
felf, though the confufion of his ideas gave 
occafion to it, or fomething like it, in his 
followers. 

According to Plato, the univerfe was 
made by the fupreme God, whom he often 
ftiles cLy^^^ or the good^ without the inftru- 
mentality of any fubordinate being what- 
ever, only making it according to a pattern 
previoufly formed in his own mind. Lan- 
guage to this effed is frequent in his writ- 
ings ; but there is a manifeft confufion in 
his account of the ideas of the divine mind^ 
by means of which the plan of the univerfe 
was formed; fo that he fometime^ makes 
them to be a fecond principle of things, and 
the world itfelf, which was produced from, 
thofe ideas, a third principle. But I do not 
find that he ever proceeded fo far as to make 
the divine mind, !/»<, or ao>@', a fecond God, 
a diftind: intelligent being. 

The Demiurgus, or immediate maker, of 
the world, according to the following paf- 

Vol. I. Y fage, 
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fage, was evidently the fupreme Being him- 
felf, and not any fubordinate agent, or prin- 
ciple, whatever. " You will fay," fays he, 
^' that all animals that are produced, and 
** perifhable, and which formerly were not, 
*' cither have their origin from fome God, 
** who made them, or according to the opi- 
*^ nion of the vulgar. What opinion ? That 
** nature produced them as a felf-moving 
" caufe, without (/la^oiet) intelligence ; or 
" with a divine knowledge, and reafon 
«' {Koy(^) which comes from God*.*' 

I have not met with any paffage more 
favourable to the dodlrine of a fecond God^ 
employed in making the world, in all the 
writings of Plato, than this i and yet it is 
evident that the logos htvt fpoken of, as that 
by which God made the univerfe, was, in 
his idea, fynonymous with //ctFoi* and tirir»M»> 
or his underjianding^ and by no meana any 
other proper perfon or agent. 

Sfs 3>j/iw8^y8y7®- pi^o/JiBv vnpov ytyveff^cu^ vpolepw w ofia • n T» tw 
rw (puciv aula ymav^ aTTo Tiv®~ ailiag oJlofAoSns^ i^ ami ^aitm^ 

phiftcs, p. 114. 

That 
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That, in Plato's idea, it was the fupreme 
Being who himfelf accompliflied.the work 
of creation, is evident from his reprefen- 
tation of him as rejoicing at the conclufion 
of it. *^ When he faw the fyftem in mo- 
" tion, and confidered the beautiful imag^ 
** of the eternal gods, the generating Fa- 
^' ther rejoiced, and was glad, and thought 
*^ to make it more to. refemble the pat- 
*' tern*," The refemblance bet weep this 
paflageand that of Mofes, Gen. i. 31. ^/iJ 
God faw every thing that he had made^ and 
behold it was very good^ is very flriking ; fo 
that it is no wonder that many pe^-fons 
fhould have thought that Plato had feen the 
writings of Mofes, and copied from them.. 
But I think that if Plato had taken this 
from Mofes, he would have taken more ; 
and in other refpe<^s the theology of Plata 
is very different indeed from that of Mofes, 
though they both agree in reprefenting the 
fupreme Being himfelf as having made ail ^ 

* Hj Ts mvY^ev re auh id (cov €V6yo?KrE, twv cuSl6)v ^em y^fOf/xm 
aya7\{xa^ o ymfYia-ag walnp vfycur^ te, }^ tvppay^ii^ iii SVj i»fit»a9 OfjUHW 
<ssoo; TO 'ffctpahiypLot iTTSvevon^'sv oenepyaffiff^M^ Timapus, p. 480. 

Y 2 things 
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things by his own power, and to have pro- 
nounced them very good. 

That the fupreme Being himfelf is the 
Demiurgus according to Plato, and not any 
fubordinate being, is alfo evident from this 
paflage : " Nothing can be produced with- 
** out a caufe, for when the Demiurgus looks 
** to what is always the fame" (meaning 
the images of things always exifling in his 
mind) <^ and making ufe of this as a pat- 
*^ tern, produces into afl: his idea and 
" power, every thing mufl: neceflarily be 
" finilhed in the moft perfedl manner *." 

Plato never diftinguifhes the Demiurgus 
from the creator of the world, as his fol- 
lowers and the chriftian Fathers were care-^ 
ful to do ; and with refpedl to all the im^ 
mortal beings^ Plato introduces the fupreme 
Being as folemnly addreffing them, and 
calling himfelf their Demiurgus^ ** Gods of 
" Gods, of whom I am the maker, and the 

* ITav yap ti a3i/ya7av xfi)^f exliin ymo'tv cx^» Olav fia mr 
drifMiify(^^ 'BTpof TO Kola rauia ixov ^^w, aa rouS» rtvi vpoxptH" 
fjtjE]^ fsrapahiyfioSi^ rnv ihav )y ^uvofjuv aTrsfiya^ilcUy naO^^caarf 
xnj S»s a7rolB>£i7^ai 'srcev, Timseus, p. 47 7, 

'' Father 
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'* Father of the works^ which are made by 
*^ myfelf */' &c. 

Much has been fald concerning the Pla^ 
tonic Logos I but if by this be meant a pcr- 
fon diftind: from the being whofe logos it 
is, we muft not look for it in the writings 
of Plato himfelf, but in thofe of his fol- 
lowers. According to Plato, logos has only 
two acceptations, yiz* thofe oifpeechy and 
of reafon^ fuch as is found in ipan'. Hav- 
ing fpoken of one logos z^ infirm, and ftand- 
ing in need of afliftance, he fays, *^ there is 
*^ another logos^ the natural brother of this, 
** much better, and more powerful, viz. 
*' that which is written with knowledge in 
*' the mind of the learner, able to help 
*^ itfelf, knowing with whom to fpeak, and 
** with whom to be filent. Fhad. You 
^' mean the living and animated logos of an 
** intelligent perfon, of which that which is 
^' written may be juftly called the image +/' 

Timaeus, p. 481. 

f 2« . Tt Je aWw Of ft)/^£v Xoyov t^h a^e}jpov yv»Kr«w t« t^ wTrat 

Y 3 rr/4»!j 
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This is evidently a defcription (though A 
very poor one) of reaforiy as a faculty 6f 
the mind, and by no means that of a perfon, 
Plato makes the fame diilindtion in hik 
^heatetus. After defining one logos tO 
mean Jpeechy he fays of another, •* Thcjr 
** who think rightly are faid to think "whb 
^' logos^ and there can be no right opinioA 
*^ without knowledge -f." In this pa0agfe 
he is defgribing a property of the mind of 
7nany but there can be no doubt of his hav^ 
ing the fame idea of the conflitution of ihc 
divine mind, as he no where fuppofes that 
there is, in this refpeft, any diiFcrcn'ce 'be* 
tween them, which the chriftian -Fathers 
very particularly point out. For, accord'^ 
ing to them, the divine logos became Jl 
permanent principle, or perfon, which thfe 
human logos could not be. 

saJlo)^ ETTinr.fjuov te Xcyav rs i^tnyav wfojdjSki. ^«. Tor TV 
ci3o]©- y^a heyeig imla koi tfjL-^vxpv. Phxdnis, p. 213. 

p. 94- 
Th* 
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The term fK^ is another denomination of 
the logos ^ fignifying the tntelligence or wif^ 
dom of God ; but I find no perfonification 
of this principle in Plato. One of his de- 
finitions of it is the following, *' Nv^ is 
^* either the fame thing with truth, or ex- 
*^ ceedingly like to it *." This as far from 
being an accurate definition ; but there is 
by no means any perfonification in it, and 
Plato makes no difference between the mind 
of man, and that of God in this nefpe<9:. 

The things to which there is the greatefl: 
appearance of Plato giving a permanent 
cxiftence, as original principles of things ^ are 
the ideas in the divine mindy from which was 
formed the exemplar^ ox pattern of the vifible 
world. But if all -that he has advanced on 
this fubje6t (with refped: to which his 
own ideas were far from being clear) be 
attended to, it will be perceived, that by 
ideas he meant what we may dall, *6^ tf/?- 
ments^ or rather the objeSts^ of real knowledge^ 
of which the minds of philofophers, as well 
as the divine mind, were poffefifed. But by 

%v. Philcbus, p. 175. 

y ^ ideas 
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ideas he did not mean what we now do by 
that term, vi^. the image left in the min4 
by the impreflion of external objects* 

** \i underJlanJing^ and right opinion^' he 
fays, ^' be two fpecies of things, there muft 
** be things that are not perceived by our 
** fenfes, but by the underftandlng only*." 
Then, aflerting that undcrjianding and right 
opinion are two fpecies of things, he fays, 
that *' of one of thefe (meaning right opi- 
' nion) all men are capable ; but of the 
' former, viz. vm^, or underjiandingj only the 

* gods, and a few men are capable/' Ad- 
mitting this diftindlion, he fays, ** it wiJl 

* follow that there muft be a fpecies of 

* things'' (meaning no doubt, his ideas) 

* not fubjed: to generation or deftrudtion, 
^ receiving nothing from without, nor ever 
^ leaving their feat to go to any thing tha( 
'is without, and which the uncjerftanding 
' alon^ can look intof." 

la "cavlcx, civxi^-^^a vcp nfiav, tiJr:, vos/xcva (jlovov, Timaeus, p. 485. 
Haia avja i)(fiv £if ©-, «y£vv»i7ov km wwPtf&f ov »5e «j lot^Q ao" i^FXPr 

fAEVOf 
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' Ariftotle, in his animadverfions on the 
ideas of Plato, gives the fame account of 
the origin of this hypothefis,. but he ex- 
plains it more intelligibly. " The doc* 
*^ trine of ideas^" he fays, ^' was advanced 
'* by thofe who were convinced by the 
** reafoning of Heraclitus, that all fenfible 
^* things are always flowing'* (or changing) 
^* fo that if there be any fuch thing as real 
*' knowledge" (which was fuppofed to re- 
quire a fixed objedt) ** there muft be things 
^* of a different nature from thofd that are 
*^ the objedts of our fenfes. They muft be 
*' fixed, for there can be no proper Icnow- 
^^ ledge of things that are flowing*/* 

Such were the wretched metaphyfics, 
undeferving of any confutation at this day, 
on which this fublimc dodlrine of ideas was 
founded, 

((^(vov ooo^ aW^cv, iijeoijlo iig cO^Xnroi loy^ aofolov rs xcu a>0^i c^m^ 
^^rjTov s7o, 3>i vovo-tg siT^x^^ emcrxo^Biv. Timaeus, p. 485, 

* ^wE^Yi 3k ^E^t TMV srJwv 3b|a roig eiTno'tv, iia to 'aei-^Yivou vepi 
nn^g a'Kr&siag roig H^atO^tltoig Xoyoig^ mg iisavlm euSniJav asi psoihuVf 
ug T£ ziTctp sTTiryi/jLYi Tivog env t^ (ppcmcig^ ile^ag zivag hiv ^vaug eivcu 
ma^a rag ai^rjagj fisvao-ag' s yap eivai ray geovlcav ETTinj/AW* 

Metaphyfica, lib. 12. cap. 4. Opera, vol, 2. p. 749- 

To 
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To this Jyjiem of ideas^ cxifting in the 
divine mind, Plato elfewhere gives the 
name of the Invijible and intelligible world; 
and he is here contrafting it with the vjfible 
nvorld^ of which it was the type^ or pattern; 
faying, ** there is a fecond, fimilar to this, 
" and bearing the fame name" (viz. that of 
world Kotru^y which means the whole vifibte 
fyflem, and not this earth in particular) 
** that is perceived by the fenfes, generated; 
*' always in motion, in fome place, fubje(3: 
*^ ahb to deftruclion, and apprehended by 
" opinion *'' (which he makes to be a dif- 
ferent thing from underjlanding) ^' and the 
^^ fenfes.'' Then, after having fpoken of 
thefe two principles, the vifiblc and invi- 
fible worlds, he fpeaks of a third thing, 
*' which afifords place for every thing, and 
*' is not fubjed: to corruption ; a thing that 
*Ms to be conceived without being felt, 
** and not eafily to be underftood-j-." By 

<sr£^£>i/AEvcv, aei, yiyvofjLsyov ev Tm totto}, x^ vtX?^ EkodEv aTcMt^sofW^ 
Sblrj /AcT aicr^.csai 'OfipiTmlov. Ibid. 

+ TfCicv h au 7Ev©^, ov to yap xfljpoj asif^pa^jsvpoohxp^ 

1 this 
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this he can mean nothing but cither Jpace^ 
or, if his meaning may be explained by 
TimsBUS Locrus, his mafter, or Proclus his 
commentator, primeval matter^ from which 
all things were made. 

The latter, explaining this paiTagc inthc 
writings of Plato, fays, that ** he calls the 
^^ Toov the father, and matter the mother 
^* and nurfe of the creation*. 

Plato diftinguiflies thefe three things more 
diftinftly inthe following manner: '* There 
*' are three things to be drftrnguiflied ; the 
** thing produced, thstt in which it is pro- 
^* duced, and that from which it Wks pro- 
*' duced, and from which it took its like- 
♦* nefs. To ufe a comparifon, we may call 
*' that which receives the mother^ that from 
*' which it Was derived the father ^ and the 
*' ^ff^P^^^i between them is nature +." 

If there be a proper Platonic trinity (and 
all the ancients feem to have been fond 

* Ka/ yotp £K£i TO fizv ov ^alepa^ tw 3e vMv firtlEia, icj rtl^nm 
tTTovofjutiei TYig ysntrsu;. In Platonem, lib. I. cap. 20. p. 69. 

f Ev Se 8y Tw nsjctpovli Xf^ y^W ^uxvoY&rtvou rptrlay to fiEv 7171/0- 
fjLSVOV^ To^sev (0 yiyvilou^ to ts dScv ot^OfMinfj-Emf fvslau to yiyvoiJtsvov m 
Km h )^ 's^^o(TeiKcxa-ai wpmEi, to fisv ^xofisvov /JoSlpt^ to Ss oSev wdlfi^ 
TYTJ 3e fA^lx^u Tiilav fv7tp eyyova v^mai tu Ibid. 

of 
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of the number three) the three things, or 
principles above-mentioned, feem to be more 
diftinclly marked than any other ternary in 
the writings of Plato, viz. the divine inteU 
ledt, or fyftem of ideas, here called the fa- 
ther, the vifible world the child, and matter 
the mother. But this is far from being a 
trinity of perfons in the Divine Being. 
Primeval matter he afterwards charaAeri^es 
in a more difFufe and figurative manner, fay- 
ing, that " it is the receptacle of the univerfe, 
** neither earth, nor fire, nor water, nor any 
*' thing made out of them, or of which 
** they are made, but containing all things j 
** which is, in an inexplicable manner, ca- 
** pable of an intelligible nature, not to be 
** comprehended by itfelf*.*' 

There are two palfages in the works of 
Plato from v/hich Cyril of Alexandria •[' 
pretends to prove that ** the Greeks cx- 
♦' tended the divine nature to three hy- 

* Ato Tw T8 y£yovoiQ; opcSsy kJ 'Scxvlu; M<r^k fjuflBpa Ti i/sroJoxWi 
fMVTE 7>;y, fMYTTE aEpa^ fjLrje 'ssupy fxiJlE i/3ft)p XeyofxeVj jJoUk oau fly 
Ta.s;y, fzyfJi £| i;-; TaJla, yzyovev. oT^ MpoSav siibf Ti, ij^ a^ffot^ moBh 

cwro ?^/:yTEf. a ^wTo/AsOa. Timaeus, p. 485. 

t Con. Jul. lib. 8. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2t P- 2^71- 

*' poftafcs. 
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*' poftafes, and that God had a logos." The 
firft is from the Epinomis ; but this appears 
to me to be little to his purpofc. For, ih 
that place, Plato, having fpoken of the 
heavenly bodies performing their revolutions 
about this vifible world, fays, ** which the 
*^ moft divine logos has eftabliflied *." This 
is nothing more than if he had faid, the 
divme power, or the divine being himfelf, 
made the world. 

The other paflage is a very obfcure one, 
at the clofe of the epiftle to Hermias, Eraf- 
tus, and Corifcus, in which mention is 
made of** God the governor of all things," 
and alfo of his Father ; but .as no explana- 
tion is added, his meaning is not eafily dif- 
covered. Writing to the three *perfons 
above-mentioned, and expreffing his wifh 
that their friend/hip might remain unalter- 
able, he advifts them, among other me-* 
thods, to take a joint oath, ** by God the 
** governor of all things that are, and that 
'' are to come, and the Lord the Father of 

* Kaatm ov da^s hoy®- 9 *aafluv ^tolal©' opalov. Opera, 
p. 702. 

'' the 
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'* the governor, and of the caufe, whom, if 
'« we truly philofophize, we fhall all know, 
** as far as happy men can attain to*. 

If the conftrudtion of the Greek be at- 
tended to, we (hall fee that fuch a diftinc- 
tion is not made between the governor and 
the Father as we {hould have expeifted, if 
they had been diftindl perfons. It will be 
feen that a perfon being his own father oc- 
curs in the writings of the later Platonifts, 
and the conclufion of this paiTage fpeaks of 
no more than one perfon. 

But though Plato himfelf did not pro- 
ceed fo far as to perfonify the ideas, or any 
thing elfe belonging to the divine mind, it 
may eafily be conceived how this might 
come to be done by his followers, efpecially 
from their calling thcfe ideas^ the caufes^ as 
well as principles of things. Diogenes La- 
ertius, in his life of Plato', fays, that he 
made the terms idea^ fornix kind^ pattern^ 
principle^ and caufe (as, I think, his words ' 

* "ETTOfjivvvlstg kJ twv rsavisiv Seov vrysiiTva ran it oflosf K- twf 

f iXocro^6)/x£v, ucrciiiv marH^ cr(Z(l>ag^ ug iwayixv m^^irw evSSn^uoNfv. 

are 
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arc moft naturally rendered into Englifli) to 
b(5 fynonymous *. ** Ideas, he fuppofed to 
" be caufes^ and principles, of things being 
** naturally what they are-f-.'* It alfo ap- 
pears from Ariftotle, that ideas were ufually 
called the caufes of things ; and the notion 
oizcaufe^ and that of a proper author or 
perfon, are nearly allied. It being a favou- 
rite principle with the ancients, that the di- 
vine mind was immoveable, and therefore 
could not go forth to the work of creation, 
but that fometh ing elfe muft do this ; this fc- 
t cond principle feems to have been perfonified 
for this purpofe. But this was not done by 
Plato ; for he made ideas to be as immove- 
able as the divine mind itfelf. In the af- 
fected myfterious wa.y of expreffing himfelf, 
which he frequently adopted, he fays, that 
♦* idea' (fof he fometimes ufcd this term in 
the Angular, and fometimes in the plural 
number) '* neither moves nor remains;" 

^X^y ^ ^''w. Vita Platonis, p. 225. 

• f Toi % i^ta^ vftralm aultotg nvo^y )y oipx'^y '^ tomci/7 wlvol ra 

fuira ffWKTtola oia^^ 6r<v aula. Ibid. p. 232* 

meaning. 
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meaning, perhaps, that it had no relation to 
fpace, and that " it is hoih one 2n^ many* .** 

The chriftian Fathers have called the fe- 
cond principle, or logos^ the Son^ and the 
Supreme Being himfelf the Father; but in 
the fyftem of Plato, th^fun has the appella- 
tion of iKycf^, or the offspring of the Deity; 
and in one place the whole univerfe is called 
his only begotten Sen. " The Sun," he fays-|-| 
** he created analogous to himfelf; for he 
** himfelf in the intelledtual world bears 
'* the fame relation to the mind, and the 
** things perceived by the mind, that the! 
" fun in the vifible world bears to the eycj 
** and the objefts perceived by the eye." 

His explanation of this analogy difcovers 
much confuiion in his ideas on the fubjeft. 
** As the fun/* he fays, *' gives- the eye a 
" power of feeing, and the objefts a power 
** of being fcen ; fo that which gives truth 

•Bro^Xa, Ihid. p* 25* 

f Tculov Toivyv, nv ^ C7»» ^avou fjLS Xcyfiv rov m oyoBh exyanv^ w 
T ayadcv tytmvr^ caa>sryov eavru^ 0. nwfp aJlo ev t« vouTw twto mpOf 
TE viv aj Ta voHfjisva^ oijlcg gvIov ev to opalu vfog T£ o^fiv ^ ra ognfintu 
Dc Rep. lib. vi. p, 433. 

"to 
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** to things that are known, and power'* 
(that is, of knowing) ** to him that knows, 
'' is the idea of the good'* (or of God) " be- 
** ing the caufe of knowledge and of truth, 
** as perceived by the mind*.'* 

Plotiniis has the fame idea, viz. that the 
gmd is both the caufe of beings and of its ap^ 
pearing to be ^ juft as the fun is both the 
caufe of fenfible things, and alfo of their 
being perceived by the fenfes, though itfelf 
be neither fight nor fenfible things •!•. 

Plato alfo fays, that '* as light and vifion 
*' refemble the fun, but are not the fun, fo 
** knowledge and truth refemble the good, 
'* but are not the good; the good itfelf 
*' being fomething more venerable J." Here 
it is obfervable, that he makes the good, and 

* 'Toulo Toivuv TO mv aMOeiav isa^ixtv toig yiyyai(ncofi£voigy xj i^ 
TTJ^^fiovJi Try '^uvayuv aTToJiSbv, tw T8 ayaJk i^tav foQi sivatj cultav ■ 
' sTTiTniA-At; acav xj oM&eiOii, a; yiyyo3<rxoix£vyig fjtss iia vs. De Rep. 
lib. vi. p. 433. 

t Aia Ts7o 8 jCAovov T^syelou n/i; ndiag cO^Nx xj ra opour^cu avlnvailiog 
£)C£ivo; Bivai , 'aa-Trep Ss o >j?uo^T8 opacr^ai roi; ca^iHoi; xj m ysveo'^ai dr- 
lio; wv . culioi isaq xj TH? ch^£«j £nv, attisv 8?e o4^/j ^s rk yiyofASva • «Jg» 
)y 7] TH oeya^ fvj-ig aiha atnag x) va* En. 6* lib. "j, cap. i^, 
p. 709. 

i fls-TTSp EX£l fag TE xj 0^^tV >lX0£i3)1 [JLEV VOfJUisiV 0(^09^ IjTuOvJf 3k 

y\ymhou m op^u$ tx^i : aTw J^ svlcw^ci ay«^aJ*j (Aiy yo/*i?«v rau! 

Vol. I, Z ajA^1$fi 
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ibc iJca eft be gcod to be fy nonymous. This, 
1 hopif, may lerve as a fpecimen of the me- 
taphylical acumen of Plato, and indeed of 
the ancients in general. 

This comparifon of the divine Being, and 
his influence in the moral world, to the fun 
and his rays in the natural world, which 
Plato did not purfue to any great length, 
being taken up and carried on by Philo, and 
the chriftian Fathers, contributed greatly to 
the formation of the dodlrine of the chrif- 
tian trinity. According to the philofophy 
of the ancients, rays of light were fomething 
emitted by the fun, but ftill belonging to 
him, and never properly feparated from 
him ; but after being emitted in the day, 
were drawn into their fource at night. As 
by thefe rays objects become vifible, fo that 
they fcrve as a medium of communication 
between the eye and the vifible obje£t, in 
]il:e manner Plato muft have fuppofed that 
the medium by which the mind diftinguifhcs 
intellectual objedts was a divine influence^ or 
fomething emitted from the Deity, and 

.',:..:.'...; 7:ii:,\icy ty;. aya^a f|,y. £)c Rcp. lib, 6. p-4-33* 

drawn 
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drawn into hinl again atpleafure^ ahd by 
making the mindy or underji a ridings to be one 
thing, and the foul itfelf another, he gave 
a further handle for the hypothefis of a di- 
vine efflux different from the divine Being 
himfelf. This v^u therefore, fynonymous to 
logos, vvas afterwards fuppofed to be that 
principle which was occafionally emitted 
from the divine Being whenever any thing 
external to him was to be produced^ himfelf 
being fuppofed to be immoveable. 

The chriftian dodrihe of the trinity Was^ 
moreover, brotight forward by another max-^ 
im, which I do not find in Plato himfelf^ 
but which was underftood to be his doc- 
trine, fince it appears in the works of Ju- 
lian, who was a great admirer of Plato. It 
is that, with refped: to the Deity, there is 
no difference between powers^ or properties^ 
and ejfence. ** Whatever/' he fays*^ *« has 
** been faid concerning the divine eflence^ 

* K6tva)$ ftsy SVj ra nsfbtr^iv tv pvfiivla 'srept mj Htriotg ai/ls, rcug dbva- 
fisaiv ^po<Tm£iv v7ro>jft7fleov , h yap oQ^ fjtxv eriv aa-ui Sea, ^uv/OLfMg 3f 
a?^ • Jci VYi Aia, tpiic/v ^aapa raula svepyeia . ^avla yxf (mtp |S^7fl«^ 

taulcx, fTi, ^ ^wSoui ^ mpy«, Juliani Op. tom# i Orat. iv* 
p, 142. 

Z i !! muft 
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•' muft be underftood of his powers ^ for 
•• the ejfence of God is not one thing, ami 
** his poiver another, nor indeed is his energy 
«' a third. . For whatever he wilts^ that is^ 
** and alfo has power ^ and energy." Again, 
he fays*, •* When we would explain the 
*' ^;;r<? of God, we muft be underftood to 
" fay the fame concerning his power and 
** energy^ for they are fynonymous* For 
** whatever we fay concerning his poiver and 
** energy^ they are not to be coafideredas 
** works ^ but as ejfence.'' 

Plato, therefore, having fpoken of ric^. orb-^ 
gosy as a thing diftincft from the Divine Being 
himfelf, as a power ^ or ^rd?j&^r/)', bcliorging 
to him, and all divine powers and prc^i^or* 
ties htingfuhjiance^ a fubjiantial per/on was 
eafily made of this divine power. So mift- 
rably have men bewildered themfelves fof 
want of proper diftindions^ and a true uIq 
of words. Such na^taphyfics as tbefe of 

ravff yifMv eipivrdcUy x) nassi rav ^uvofAEon ^ tptfyam Wfurtcwy nm 9f 
cv roi^ TouikH^ T^og ecuuv avlirpt^iv • o^a ^ vepg ray ifmr/AHH^mJbf 
jy ivepyeim s^e^ OKOTtsfAZv^ ratUct w sfym ftovois oXXS ^ anon nyur 
^icv. Ibid. 143. ' 

the 
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the ancients, excite a fmile of contetnpt in 
us, who have been better inftrudted by th^ 
happier fagacity of Locke, and others of th? 
moderns. We think it >yretched trifling; 
but, alas, ha nuga feria ducunt . Henc^ arofe 
the doftrine of the trinity ; and from this 
dodtrine infinite confufiou in the chriftian 
fyftetn. 

As the worlds meaning the unherfe^ or 
t\itfoxilofthe worlds is conimonly reckoned 
the third principle in the JPlatonic trinity, I 
(hall confider what Plato's o^vn ideas of it 
were ; that it may be feen whether it ha$ 
any correfpondence to the holy Jpirit^ the 
third principle in the chriftian trinity. Ac- 
cording to Plato, the world wa^ made by 
God, out of pre-exiftent matter, and as, acr 
cording to his general fyftem', every hody has 
a foul, the univerfe was alfo provided with 
one. But as the vifible body, of thfe unir 
verfe was modified by the fupreme Being/ 
it fhould feem that the foul of the univerfe 
did likewife receive fome modification froiii 
him 5 but with refpeft to this circumftance, 
he has not been fufficiently explicit. The 
univerfe^ however, whca Goitipiaited, w«b 
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by Plato filled a God, and the qnly Begotten 
Son of the fupreme God. 

Having fpok?;n of God as eilentially 

^' good, and the parent of nothing but 

^* what was good and excellent ; and as 

*^ nothing could be excellent without in- 

*^ telligcnce, npr intelligent without a foul ; 

*' for this reafon," he fays, ** he gave a 

^^ mind to the foul, and a foul to the 

** body, and fo conftituted the whole world 

** ^fter thefe, the moft pcrfeft and excellent 

♦* in nature. Sp that we may juftly fay, 

*' that the world is, through the providence 

*? of God, a living creature, that it has a 

f' fqul, and reafon*," '* That this living 

'^ creature might be like the moft perfeiSt liv- 

'Jt.ing creature, he did not mak? t^yo, or more 

^^ of them ; but this 6^7^ only begotten heaved 

(meaning, probably, the whole fyftem, Jn- 

* 0f|f>«^ Se otjI iiv, sT gn T« «pira) 3pav a>^ 'S>w to naSOUrop, 
y:rf\ffo^[iJs\i^ ^ evpicKev^ bk tcuv Kotla fiMTiv opalosv^ s3cy ovoyfby, th not 

e^uyaloy "s^apaysvetT^ai ra. Aia 3>i tov ^JoyciMV TpvJk, vav /lar 9e ^'I'SOli 
>^^X''^v Se £v (7'a}/ia7f crm'tf^z;, to 's^av ^we7reKlouv€oj oTrag olt KoXTtfrGf 
tin )cc3a TO 'ZjapaS^etyfjia apirov ts spyov aTTspyao'fjLevof • lOu^ w 3si iu3a 
TioyovTov £<w7a J« ^eyetv, TovSf tov xotrfxov (aov Sfir^uxoP evmv T», m 
g^/«, Jwf Tw T8 6a yEvgcrSwM ^powicq. Timaeus^ p. 47 7, 
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eluding the fun, moon, and ftars) '' which 
** has been, is, and will be*." 

Then, fpeaking of the conftituent parts of 
the world, earth, air, fire, and water, he fays, 
*' he left nothing out of it, with this view, 
*' that it might be a whole and perfedl liv- 
*' ing creature, confiftlng of perfedt parts, 
** and moreover one^^ there being nothing 
" left out of which another could be made, 
** and not fubjedt to old age or difeafef." 
He then fpeaks of it as made in a perfeflly 
fpherical form. But his reafons for this 
are as little to the purpofe as thofe which I 
have here given relating to its other pro- 
perties. 

From this it (hould fcem that, according 
to Plato, the matter out of which the world 
was made, was not created by God, but 
found by him, having been from eternity, 

* \va 8V ToJc Ko[ia, Tyjv fjuovc/iaiv Ofioiov yi ra 'sjavls.Hi f woj, Sia toJIch 
als 5yo, sT aTreipa; ETroirKTSv o 'moiuv Hofffiag , oXX* fif oSe (MVoyBVYig a^ot- 
yog yeyovug. in re )c^ ea-slp^. Ibid. 

-f" Tccv 3e 3V| TErlocpav sv oXov ijcarov ei7<n^ev n th xoa/jis aufoo't^ , 
£K yap 'BTUpog mavloq^ uiocloiTe jy aepo^j xj yvig ai/vz^atv avlov o ^uvi- 
fa; . fxepog a J* ev H^evog ah i^uva^jLiv s^coQev aitoT^mw . rafs 3iavo»i^r^ 
'Ej^oflov (xsv iva cfNsv oil fMo^dra (aov teXecv bk teP^wv Twv/ttf^wv em . "Stfog; 
Se Tuloig £v, ale «;^ wo>£>£tfifAevo)v e| m a?^ Toaff av ysvoHo, 7'i- 
maeus, p« 478, 

Z 4 co-exiftent 
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co-exiftcnt with himfelf : but as he clfe- 
where oblerves *, " in a confufed difordcrly 
*' ftate." Jullin Martyr fays, that he fup- 
pcfed matter to have been uncreated -f-. 

According to Athanafius, Plato fuppofed 
matter to be felf-Aciftent. For he re- 
proaches him with the weaknefs of his 
G d, as not being able to produce any 
thing, unlefs he had matter to work upon; 
juft as a carpenter is unable to make any 
thing till he be fupplied with woodj. 

Iheodoret indeed fays, that, according 
to Plato, God made matter, which was co- 
eternal with him§. But in this he muft 
have been miftakcn, 

* A7ax7&;f , «5 Toliv olHq w^aytv « t>ij alalia;, Timacus, p.4 77. 
i" Aia Ts7o yao x^ ayEwrjIcv mv likriv tprfftv tivou. Ad Graecos, 
p. 19. 

'/w-^p t'.vcuj^ai Ti 'zoiY.Jcu Tcv ^Eov, £( fivi 'afss^Exsilo n jAjj • urV€p t^ 

\'j:3LCi h 7-/lo >£yoyiE(;^ oil aa^ivEiocv 'Sj^pili^eao'i ra Sccu • « yap ax sri 

sufic'ruhii^ fjL}) 3w'«/A£vo5 avev rr.^ iA>jf Efryacraa^eu ri tov yzvoyxvatf^ 
Dc Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 54. 

§ Ti;v yao uioTTcolaim^ Ilhalavos fjtxv oofex^aiaiy J^ aihw -njj «9^ 
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The world being made, Plato /peaks of a 
foul being given to it. But as his proof 
of the heavenly bodies having fouls is the 
regularity of their motions, it is poffible 
that he might confider matter, before it was 
reduced into order, as having been without 
a foul I and though he fpeaks of the foul of 
the world as having exifted before the body, 
it is poffible, that by body, he might not 
mean mere matter, but matter reduced into 
order, and formed into a regular univerfe, 
'* He,'' (viz. God) he iays*,^*gave a foul, 
'* which by its origin and power, is prior 
*• to, and older than the body, as its gover- 
** nefs and directrix." He then proceeds to 
give an account of the efleatial parts and 
principles of this foul of the univerfe; but 
I have no occafion to follow him fo far. 

One reafon, however, why it may be 
doubted whether the foul of the world was 

moL<; ac -ra Ssa jy |w ra Ssw ^aoTiovlog zivou • tov 5k m i^saj "Kcycv^ 
>ej TO 'mavayiov fsjvwfjia fjLv 'srEi^fff^a, ^y Oc m ^es ^uvxi^ ^ |w ra 
^ea EivM. Graecx AfFecliones. Difp. 2. Opera, vol iv. p. 
757. Ed. Halae. 

p); ^e^Tfoliv Kj ap%ii(TWf ar^^.oy^va cruv£m<ralo» Tiuiaeus, p. 478. 

fuppofed 



346 Dciirines Book L 

fuppofcd by Plato to be given it by God, is, 
that in one paffagc of his writings, he fup- 
pofes that there were more of thefe fouls 
than one. Having defined foul to be the 
caufc of Jelf motion^ in anfwer to the queftion, 
whether there was only one foul in the uni- 
verfe, he anfwers, *' more than one, two at 
** lead, one benevolent, and the other of a 
" contrary difpofition *." Now, according 
to Plato, nothing evil was made by the Su- 
preme Being himfelf j and therefore, it 
fhould feem that this malevolent foul, or 
principle, in nature, muft have had fbme 
other origin ; and, perhaps, have been co* 
cxiflent with matter, though fubjed: to the 
controul of the fupreme and good Being. 

It was allowed that there was fome thing 
divine in the fouls of men, which Clemenst 
Alcxandrinus calls the vz^, that was in it, 
which he fays the Platonifts made to be an 
emanation from the Deityf. It is proba- 
ble, therefore, that Plato might fuppofe the 

• * Ay?(v (j.7>j 7r9r«, zharl'n fiKoev Ti^fij/x£v, yap ts svf^ye/iJ©-, k^ t? 
Tcr/avlia h'wcx^f^zi'Yi; E^sf/yourcca-^M, De Leg. lib. x. p. 60 8 • 
t Oi fuv a/ji^i n>aluva vav fjLsv iv -^vx^ 9£wt$ ijuaipa^ aizoppoufff 

vTTix^cxo'^ci.' ^yyjKv h £v ^(oiian KoioiKi^H^Tiv. Strom. 5. p-S90« 

proper 
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proper 4yx" i^ ^^ foul of the world to be 
eflential to matter, and that God imparted 
the r»<. 

That God is good, and can only be the 
caufe of good, is moft exprefsly aflerted by 
Plato.—** For the evils of life," he fays, 
^* we muft feek for fome other caufe than 
** God*." According to Plato, the Supreme 
Being himfelf is not only not the author of 
evil, but even not of things that are imper- 
feft, and fubjeft to decay and death. How- 
ever, fince it was proper, in order to com- 
plete the whole fyftem, that fuch things 
fliould be formed, having himfelf made the 
celeftial and immortal beings ; that is, the 
heavenly bodies (to each of which he affigns 
a foul) Plato introduces the Divine Being 
as folemnly addreffing himfelf to them, and 
giving them directions for the produftion 
of fuch creatures as he could not make him- 
felf (fince, then, they would neceffarily 
have been immortal) viz. man and all ter- 
jreftrial animals, Timaeus, p, 481. 

Jlep. lib. ii. p. 390^ 

Thii 
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This univerfc, created as it was, Plato 
fpeaks of as a divinity^ and in the higheft 
ftile ; ufing the following remarkable ex? 
prelTions at the clofe of his Timaeus : " This 
** univerfe, comprehending mortal and im- 
*• mortal beings^ and complete, being a vi- 
" fiblc living creature, containing viiibie 
*- things, tlie image of the intelligible" 
(that is, the invifible world of ideas) " is 
'"' the greateft and bed vifible God, the 
'^faired, and the mofl perfect; this one 
** heaven" (viz. fyftem) " being the only 
** begotten *•" On this principle it was, 
that Plato, and the other heathen philofo* 
phers, vindicated the fyftem of polytheifoi; 
luppofing that one fupreme God made a 
number of fubordinate beings, each of them 
invcfted with a limited j urifdidtion, fo as tq 
be confidered as gods. 

That matter was the fource of all evil 
was the dodrine of all the Platonifts, a^ 
well as of the oriental philofophers, Plo- 

liiccus,^ p. 501. 

2 tinus 
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tinus fays, that *' matter is abfolutely evil, 
** having na portion of good in it */' 

Thus I have given the beft view that 1 
have been able to colledl of every thing that 
can be fappofed to conftitute the trhiity of 
PlatOy from his own writings, without find-. 
ing in them any refemblance to the chriftian 
trinity, or indeed any proper perfonification 
of the divine logos, which has been made 
the fecond perfon in it. 

I have particularly examined what the 
learned Dr. Cud worth, and others, have 
advanced on this dark fubjedt, without fee- 
ing their co«clufions properly fupportcd. 
To (hew on how flight foundations fuchf 
writers as he (who c^talnly did hot mean 
to deceive) can advance fuch things as he 
docs, and how far their imagination and 
hypothelis can impofe upon them, 1 ihall 
lay before my readers two of his aiTertions 
on this fubjeft.' 

He fays t> '^ In his fecond epiftle to Dio- 
'* nyfius, he'* (Plato) " does mention a tri- 

En. I. lib. 8. fcft.5. p. 75. 
t Intellectual Syftem, lib. i. cap. i. p. 407,^ 
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** nity of divine hypoftafes all together.".^ 
From this, one would expe£t at Icaft fome«^ 
thing like the Athanafian dodlrine of three 
pcrjons in one God. But all that I can learn 
from Plato in this epiftle is as follows : 
Sending his letter to a great diftancCj and 
apprehenfive of the poffibility of its not 
reaching the perfon to whom it was ad- 
drcfled, he fays, that he had written fo ob- 
fcurely, that only Dionyfius hin)felf could 
undcrftand it. " All things are about the 
** king of all, and all things are, for the fake 
*' of him, and he is the author of every 
*' thing that is fair and good ; but the fe- 
*' cond about the fecond, and the third 
•' about the third. The mind of man may 
'* ftretch itfelf to learn what thefc things 
*' are, looking at thofe which refemble 
** therii, of which none do it fufEciently ; 
** but with refpedt to the king, and the 
*' things of which I fpeak, there is nothing 
*' like them *." 

£KU,-o czilio aTtafiav tj) KoCNtnj^ hulepop & 'Bepi ra hukpa^ 3^ rpiloiF 
mfpi Ta T^/?as . n av sLf^o'jiTriya -^''Jxn^ 'aepi aula opeyslau^ /uodo voi 
aria eti P^^Traa-a sig ra auk; cvyyEi,r,^ uv aJff iHavag^xfi • th 9k 0twi- 
XEug 'arsp, ^9 oty eittov^ ahv en tcms^o. Epift. ad Dionyfium 2. 
p. 670. 

This 
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This is Dr. Cudworth's trinity of divine 
hypojiafesy and. it is certainly as obfcure as 
any dodrine of the trinity needs to be. 
Plato himfelf, or Dionyfius, can alone ex- 
plain it to us. I imagine, however, that, 
in this dark manner, he might refer to one 
or other of the ternaries above mentioned, 
viz. the fupreme Being, his ideas, and the 
vifible world, or the fupreme Being, the 
vilible world, and primeval matter. 

Again, the Dodtor fays, p. 406. *^ in 
** other places of his'' (Plato's) *^ writings, 
** he frequently afT^rts above the felf- moving 
** pjycbe, an immoveable and ftanding m^ or 
** intellect, which was properly the Demiur^ 
** gtis^ or architedlonic framer of the whole 
*' world.'' But it has appeared, that ac- 
cording to Plato, the fupreme Being him- 
felf, whom he ftiles the good^ was the D^f- 
miurgus with refpedt to every thing that is 
immortal and perfedt, and that not his w, 
but thofe other created immortal beings, 
were the makers of man, and all other mor* 
tal and imperfed creatures. As to the many 
pajfag€s in the writings of Plato, which he 
fays, teach the contrary, dodrine, I can only 

fay. 
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fay, that I have not found any of them ; 
and that if there be any fuch, they muft be 
contradifted by what I have already quoted 
from him. 

In a tradt that remains of Timaeus Lo- 
crus, from whom it is acknowledged that 
Plato borrowed the outlines of his fyftem, 
we perceive no trace of two intelligent 
beings, but of one only, which he calls 
Gody a being effcntially gnod, who himfelf 
formed the world out of pre-exiftent mat- 
ter *• ** God,*' he fays, *' being good„ and 
** feeing matter capable of receiving ideas" 
(meaning, probably, the impreffions of 
ideas) ** and capable of change, but va- 
** rioufly and irregularly, was defirous of 
*« reducing it into order, and to bring it 
" from uncertain changes to a fixed ftatc, 
" that the differences of bodies might cor- 
*^ refpond, and not vary at random, made 
^* the world out of the whole of matter ; 
*' giving all nature for its boundary, that it 
*' might comprehend every thing withia 

f Tloiv «.' (li^ayov ysvev^aiy Xcr/w inrnv i^sa rs J^ Ukot^ ^ o Scop 

« 

l:zfjuiifyo; ra PeT^riovo;. De Anima Mundi, in Gale's Opuf- 
cula Mythologica, p. 515. 

'' itfcif, 



*' itfelf, and be one/ his only begotten, 
** a perfedl, living, rational, and fpherical 
" body*/' 

According to Timaeus ideas and nous muft 
have been fynonymous, and the fame with 
the divine being himfelf, or the proper 
furniture of his mind* For having Heguii 
with faying that *^ there are two caufes oi 
** all things, viz. mind {^nous) of thofe 
*' things that are according to reafon^and ne^ 
'* ceffity^ of thofe things that are adted upon 
" like body* The former/* he fays, " was 
called God, being the origin of the beft 
things+/' He then fays, that •* all things 
^* are idea^ matter^ and fenfible things^ their 

(AS»a»f *sraflQi6); f/bsif, alofcla^ h^ eh[t Biraiivatllav ay£v, jy £| aoptra^ 
fAslaSoTsov, eg capio'/AiVoaf kdlara^M * iv ofM>^oi rcu liooifiati^ two-^' 
ImSosv yiyvowlOf f^ fjm not oJlofMlov rfmag hxoSo . tevoifia-^ uv roi 
it rov xoo'fjujv e| OTtocffoci rotg t/>a;^ cpfif aJlw Mc3aoiuvaiag ta^ nru 6vlo4 
pva-to^y iia ro 'oavia r a>^ t9 aJUo "Vtficxev, tva^ fMvoytm/iy Ts^ftov, 
tfAf^uxov TB *j} Xoyixofi' {npsaaova yoif ta Jt c»\fV}Q» j^ on^si traf) 
1^ (TfcugoBi^eg (ToifAa, De Anima Mundi, in Gale's Opufcula 
Mythologica, p: 545. 

t Avo auliag BifAsv rav avfjejrai/ltdif * voc/if t^^ tm ncda %JVfCiif ytyvo* 
(JLSvm * avayKov 3e, tow fiia Itarlag ii/vofjLsi^ ruv O'o/ietkif . 'AJ/imr h^ 
tw fJtsv^ rag *tajai6a fvffiog ci/^ey, &£9y n 0V(Mtm9mf afx/^rt rm 
Oftroiv, Ibid. p. 544.* 

Vol. L A a ©ffspring 
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** offspring/' The former, viz. idea, he 
defines to be " fomething unbegotten, im- 
** moveable, and abiding, intelligible, and 
** the pattern of things that are produced 
** and changeable*." 

Afterwards, having faid that matter is 
eternal, he fays '* there are two oppofite 
** principles, idea^ which may be compared 
** to the male, or the father, and matter to 
'' a female, or the mother, and the third/* 
he adds, '' is the offspring of thefc+," 
meaning nature. This is in reality the 
whole of Plato's fyftem, and delivered with 
greater clearnefs than he has done it him- 
felf ; and we fee that, in effefl:, it is the 
dodrine of one God, who made all things 
out of uncreated matter, from patterns of 
things cxifling in his own mind. 

TO /U£v, BiyjEv aytvaTov re j^ couvoSov^ jy fjisvov Tf , ^ rag, raJlta 
gvtjio^ voalov T£ :y nffo^ahiyfjuz tuv ysvm(AByai»^ (moffa & fula Cola 
VM. De Anima Mundi, in Gale's Opufcula Mythological 

r- 5 14- 

zvavliM £Wt av to fxsv eiS'og >3yov tx^i ct^^evog T£ )y voSpog • a 2^ i0^ 
dnhsoi re kui fjtals^oi • rplot h tifA&f ra s» rtSuv sxr^cpku Ibid. 

P- 515- 

That 



Chap.VI* of^tato, ^'^5 

That Plato borrowed from Timseus we 
fee in bis copying his very phrafcology* 
For he fays that, ** the origin of the world 
** is mixed, being produced from the con- 
'^jundtion of necejjity ,zndi mind^ nous^'^ 
He alfo fays '* we muft diftinguifh two 
" caufes of things, the one neceflary, the 
** other divine •!•/' Nothing could be more 
cxadlly copied. 

* M^yfccvn yap 8vr»j rah HO&yu& ymcig^ ' eI ampcni ts )^ i« 
iruroureu; rysvnSif. Timaeus, Opera, p. 533. Ed. Gen: 

f Aip 3?i xpfi ^i^.ailiag Biiri i^topiiea^cu ' ro (ASt^i COtodHtMOVl TO 
^B\ duov. Ibid. p. 542. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

A View of the Principles of the later Pla* 

tonijts. 

^HOSE who are ufually called the la^ 
ter Platonijis^ were thofe philofophers^ 
chiefly of Alexandria, who, a little before, 
and after the commencement of the chris- 
tian a^a, adopted the general principles of 
Plato, but not without incorporating with 
them thofe of other philofophers, fo that 
theirs was not an abfolutely pure and un« 
mixed platonifm. However, in their no- 
tions concerning God^ and tht general ^f- 
tern of things y they aimed at this, pretending 
only to interpret the meaning of Plato, and 
to reafon from his principles, though their 
refinements have only ferved to make the 
fyRem more myflerious and abfurd. 



S E C. 
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SECTION I. 

Tie DoSirines of the later Platonijls concern-* 

ing God and Nature. 

\X7E fee, in the writings of thefe later 
Platonifts, or may better conjefture 
from them, what was meant by the ideal or 
intelligible worlds which makes fo great a 
figure in this fyftem^ and which is fome- 
times confounded with nous or logos^ the 
feat, receptacle, or place of this ideal world. 
But in their writings, the term logos^ of 
which fo much account is made in the 
works of Philo, and the philofophizing 
chriftians, does not much occur; though 
there can be no difficulty in admitting that 
it was fynonymous to nous^ or mind^ each of 
them fignifying the principle of reafon^ or 
that from which logos in its ufual accepta- 
tion, viz. that of j^^(?r^, proceeds; every 
thing that is uttered^ being firft conceived ia 
the mind, and exifting there. 

Befide the vi/ible world, which is per- 
ceived by the organs of fight, thefe philofo- 

A a J phers. 
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phers fuppofed that there was alfo an //i- 
njifihle uurld^ exadtly correfponding to it, 
capable of being perceived and contetnp- 
latcd by the mind only. And the only 
probable key to their meaning is to fup- 
pofe, that this invifible world of ideas^ 
which furniftied a pattern for the vilible 
world (always exifting in the divine mind, 
and fometimes confounded with it) was at 
other times confideried as a thing different 
from the divine being himfelf, whofe mind 
it was. 

When they confider this inielKgible world 

as the fource and caufe from which the 

vifible world was derived, they fometimes 

fpeak of it as a per/on^ the maker, or de^^ 

miurgus of the world; but though they 

fuppofed that there was another principle 

higher than this nous^ or demiurgus, they 

feldom or never fpeak of that as of a perfon 

alfo, fo as to have the idea of two intellit 

gent perfons at the fame time ; or if they 

do, it may be prefumed to be only in a 

niyftical or figurative way pf fpeaking. For 

as, on fome occafions, they fpeak of their 

ncus^ as a mere repofitory of ideas ^ the placi 
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of the intelligible worlds or the intelligible 
world itfelf, and no proper perfon ; fb, on 
other occafions, they fpeak of the higheft 
principle of all, what they call the goody 
not as a perfon^ but 2i property only, fome- 
thing belonging to every thing that is di- 
vine, to the terreftrial as well as the celefti^l 
gods, and even to the foul of maa itfelf. 
There was, however, enough of perfonifi- 
cation in what the Platonifts faid of the 
divine nous ov logos , to give a. handle to 
Philo, and the chriftian Fathers, to make a 
little more of it, as it was very convenient 
to their purpofe to do. .^ . 

That the real conceptions of the Pla- 
tonifts were not favourable to the dodtrinc 
of two proper divine perfons ^ may be inferred 
from its being fo generally faid, that Plato 
made no more thstn two principles of things. 
Thus Diogenes Laertius, in his life of 
Plato, fays that " he made two principles 
** of all things, God an4 matter, calling 
*' the former mind and caufe^."" And though 
Plutarch in his view of the doftrines of 

ftyofsvn, i^ cuhoy. Lib. 3. p. 22§. 

A a 4 Socrates 
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Socrates and Plato, which he fays, are the 
fame, fays that they held three principles 
God, matter, and idea, he makes God and 
nous to be the fame, and idea not to be a 
perfon, but an incorporeal fubftancc in the 

mind of God*/* 

In the differtation of Maximus Tyrius, 
one of the moft fcnfible and pleafing of 
all the Platonifts, the title of which is, 
What is God according to Plato, there is 
no account of any diftindtion between the 
goody and the nous, but only the dodtrine 
of one God, the king and father of all, 
and of many other inferior gods, the chiU 
dren of the fupreme, reigning with him-j-t 
The divinp intelledt, or nous^^ he confiders 
as a power of the divine mind, and he 
compares the quicknefs of its operations to 
that of Jigbtj while thofe of the human in- 

* ^(OHpeik^ x) TbxSmt {cu yap aJlcu vsgi feaSioi oiahfH 3b&Ht) 
rpsis apx<*^i Tov Sew, Tvy wXjjv, tw ihav. . en 3k 9wj ovs^^fffaih 
TO vTrcjcBifievcy 'mpcolov ymasi i^ f^^a, lisk h atria o^m^moIo;, m 
701^ voY^yLOffi x} TOif fcxflaauu^ ts Sw • ©& Bsog ^ tf^rn jfooyis^ 
Dc rtacitis Philofophorum, lib. 1. cap. 3. Opera, voL a. 

hg^ awapxfivle^^su. Diff. I. p. 6. 
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telledt refemble fpeech only * 5 or the for- 
mer, he fays, may be compared to the dart-^ 
ing of the light of the fun, and the latter 
to the motion of the fun. *' Such/' fays 
he, **does the academic angel (i.e. Plato) 
^* exhibit to us the Father, and the author 
•' of all things -f/' Here is no perfonifica- 
tion of the nous^ or logos^ at all ; and yet I 
doubt not, he delivered the genuine prin- 
ciples of platonifm, divcfted of myftery and 
figure. 

According to Proclus, the nous^ or reafon, 
of man, is a principle exactly fimilar to that 
of God. ** Our nous^'^ he fays, *^ is fepa-p 
*^ rate from the goody and wants fomething, 
^* and therefore defires pleafure, for the 
^** perfedion of the man, but the divine 
** nous always partakes of the good^ and is 
♦^ united to it, and therefore is divine J." 

^ Toy fuv deiov v>sv ro) o^ov, tov % ce^^itwov rft) Xsyny • I^fH I. 

p. 12. 

\0 fji£v deio; i«; xoia vnftn TsrapaSoJ^w m ti>sui ^avla Efopa rcvevrn 

yn TOTTov a&fowf, o 8e cofifomv®' uaia t«v 'sjo^suxv oJIh o^XoIb 
(zX\x Ta fi£pn TH oXs E^i^of £i/0jLC£V2f , Tslov fji£v ^ c| oucoSriiJuag 
YifMv ayyih®' 3i5w^< 'acllefa )y yiviflnv m cvyuxnil®-^ Ibid. p. 12. 

X Am* /^EV fif//hfo; vHg ts aya^ ^uisvKlai >^ env sv^enii J^ ^la 
^hIo 3rj wg iy mi n^omi hllai 'p^o^ tjiv t£^cwW« twi ovSfftJWtvw^ « 
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As to the ttvmfecond God, it Is generally 
applied to nature by the later Platonifts, as 
well as by Plato himfelf. Thus Plotinus 
fays, *' Nature itfclf is a god, and a fecond 
«* god, fhewing himfelf before the other God 
<* is feen*." Yet Numenius called the firft 
of the three principles, or gods, the ** Fa- 
^* ther, the fecond of them the maker, and 
«* the third the work, or the thing made+/' 

In Plato we found that the fupreme God, 
the good J ftiled himfelf the Demiurgus with 
refpeft to the celeftial and eternal beings, 
and appointed them to be the makers of all 
things that were fubjedt to deftruftion and 
death. But as the fupreme Being muft 
have produced every thing by the exertion 
of his mind, or notUy and as it were from 
his Jlorehoufe of his ideas ^ it was natural 
enough for the later Platonifts to fall into 
the habit of calling this nous the Demiurgus^ 
as it is done by Plotinus^j who fays, ^* The 

Je 7£ ^zio; vs; a$i th aya^ t^^^X^it «; (rumalcu 'arf Of at/h^ j^ ita riSh 
^Etc; Fr.v In Platoncm, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 92. 

* Y.cu ^zc; czih n ^u(J'ig • x) ^£og ieule^i^ nspofawm touHcv^ «Mf 
ofov sxzivov. En. 5. lib. 5. cap. 3. p. 522. 

f Cudworth, b. i. cap. 4. p. 552. 
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*^ nous is the Demiurgus, who makes the 
** foul, and the nous being a r^«/^, he (Plato) 
*' calls the Father, t&e good, being fome- 
^< thing above the nous, and above ejjence. 
** He alfo often calls being and w^j, idea ; 
^' fo that Plato acknowledged that nous or 
*^ f^M was from //6^ good, and the foul from 
** the i^(9MJ, and that this account of things 
'* is not new, but though formerly given, 
** was not well unfolded; and that the mo- 
" dern accounts are explanatory of them*/* 
By foul in this place, Plotinus probably 
underftood the foul of the univerfe, or per- 
haps foul in general, which he fuppofed to 
be, in all cafes, of the fame nature ; and 
with the Platonifts this was always con- 
lidered as a principle inferior to nous. Thus 
Jamblichus fays, *' Nous is the governor 
** and king of all, being the demiurgic art 
^* of the whole. It is always with the 

* Ar]fjuitpyog ya^ o va; aulu . nilov 5e ^uci rrrv i^i/^w 'moieiv sv r^ 
Hpalr^pi eKEivco . m culm h wf ov7cj iffalepa ^ci rayo^cv, jy ro tTrexavx 
vn ^' iTTzxeiva aciag. 'B^o^X«pt» 3e to oy >t, rov vp.^rnv ihxv Xsyeu 
for£ 'siXaluviz stisyou vi /asv raycxQii rov ysv, rnv i^eav ' ex & ra fs, rnv 

/Kfv eipv^aifjLn ovaTTt'Tfla/ASvoig ts; 3e M/y ^oys; zbtfXiai SKavtov yeyovevcu. 

En. 5. lib, I. cap. 8. p. 489, 

^* gods. 
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*' gods, without imperfedlion, and without 
«* defedt, confifting of itfelf in one fingle 
" operation ; whereas the foul partakes of 
" nousy but only in part, and multiform, 
•« looking to the dircdtor of the whole*/* 
In this paffage, however, it is pretty evi- 
dent, that the writer did not confider nous 
as an intelligent perfon, diftindl from the 
fupreine being, but his own proper wifdom 
and power, and very different from what the 
chriftian logos came to be. 

As the Platonifts confounded the nous 
with the fupreme being, whofe nous it was, 
fo they likewife confounded this nous with 
the ideas belonging to it. Plotinus^ after 
obferving that the mind, or nous^ perceives 
the ideas that are in it, confiders whether 
thefe ideas be the nous itfelf, or fomething 
different from it ; and concludes with fay- 
ing, that '* they may be confidered in both 
** lights, diilinguifhable only in the con- 

Icrjy Toi; fJLiv ^sGig (ixrauiaq asi 'srapin^ TE?^cig 3^ OKviio)^ uoOa fueBt 
cap. S. p. IZ* 

*' ception 
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*' ccption of them j fo that the nous and the 
*' things perceived by it, may be the fame, 
*' as really exifting, for it does not perceive 
*' altogether in another, but in itfelf, on 
*' account of its having the thing perceived 
*' in itfelf. Or there is no reafon why the 
*^ thing perceived may not be the nous^ con- 
** fidered in a ftate of fixity, unity, and 
** quiet *." In another place, fpeaking of 
the mind and its conceptions, he fays, ** The 
** nous is at the fame time all tbingSy but 
** not altogether : but each has its feparate 
power ; for all nous comprehends ideas as 
a genus, and as the whole comprehends 
^* the parts -f •*' According to this view of 
things, it fhould feem that the nous was 
con fidered as the fame thing with the whole 
flock of its conceptions or ideas, and bad no 
proper intelle<3:ual power belonging to it. 

h rrt vQno'a * fi^rc^ fjfcm ug ov, I'o Atev vtrfiwiro h vow. O yap kor « 
^op(x H firriv cv ihpa nsaflaf oxx' Sff ea^a^ t» fy cuHu r» vonhv £x&»^* 
yiro/AtvyonluiihyxaXmj^vwis»ai£vracru^i^s»oh^ £n. 

4* lib. 9. cap. I. P* 356. 

t OJIui wf 1^ m^'fAiiiOO^, wff fr» e/« 'soelk .miau^x^ 
ill tmrav iwa/Mg liia . o h maq m% w^/wjca acnnp ymg sih^ncn 
<^f^sf QHnf fiEfn* £n. 5. lib. 9 cap. 6. p> 560. 

In 
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In another place he expreffes this more 
decifively, faying, that nous and idea arc 
the fame thing, and even that idea is the 
whole nous, and that nous is the fame thing 
with all the ideas, juft as knowledge is the 
fame with all the theorems ** It muft be 
obferved, however, that in the laft claufe 
he ufed the term «/«^«, or forms of things, 
and not i^^a, as if the latter was that which 
contained the former; and yet, as Diogenes 
Laertius obferves, they are ufed promifcu-^ 
oufly by the Platonifts. 

When the Platonifts fpeak of the inferio- 
rity of the nous to God, they feem to do it 
as if they were merely fixing a fcalc of me- 
taphyfical principles^ and not to have had an 
idea of their being two intelligent perfons. 
And though they occafionally perfonify each 
of them, yet it is feparately, and never, a& 
far as I have obferved, both together. This 
was referved for the chriftian Platonifts. 
To make this more evident, I fhall produce 

* OvK aepa rs w viam iha^ a>o^ ixarn vit; . ncu 0M9; fU9 ofsgTa 
maSia aor\y vtarov Ss uio^ w^ EHaro?^ cfgnOXm ejnmiiP/i ra «avbfife0« 
pifjLcila. £n. 5. lib. 9. cap. 8. p. 561. 

a few 
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a few extradls from Proclus refpefting the 
inferiority of the nous. 

** The nous/' fays he, " is God, on ac- 
*' count of the intelledlual and intelligible 
*' lights which is more ancient than nous *." 
Here nous is perfonified ; but then the ligbtf 
which is reprefented as fuperior to it, is not 
fo. In the following pafTages the firft prin- 
ciple is perfonified, but not the fubordinate 
one. ** What ever is God," he fays, " is 
'* 2ihov t ejfence^ and life^ and nous'\.*y ** Nous 
** is the work and the firft production of 
'' the gods J/' " Unity is God of itfelf, 

* YLcu im; apcc ^eo;, Jtce to ^a^ ro voepov^ xcu to voijtov, to xca cam 
T8 V8 tsptd^vrzpGv* In Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 91. 

Both the terms vozfoq and w»i7®- occur in the writings of 
the Platonifts, and, in fome cafes, it is not cafy to make 
any difference in tranflating them, though the forme* 
fhould be rendered inteUe£iual^ and the latter intelligible^ Qt 
perceived by the mind. However, Proclus fays, *' they 
** maybe confidered as the fame, on account of the fullnef« 
*' of the light which belongs to the latter." Kot to vonlov 
afMSCHCu voepo'hot rrtv gig avlo xa^ivaio'av T2f ^colog a'TTOTTT^poDO'iy, In 
Platonem, lib. 2. cap. i. p. 91. ., 

t Anhov J^ti oji nretv]av i7iV I'ttikiXva tcov tif ttfJUmv, ctirctf 
^io^, isfftAff Keti l^atif, K^i vtt. Inftic. cap. 115. p. 463. 

I Kfit/ yctp vvi J^fifJLivpytiiJLett Kctt ytvvtiutt tuv ^%«dV «r/ rt 
c7fa>7/ror. In Platonen), lib. !• cap: zi. p. 55. * 

^^ nous 
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'< ftous mod godlike^ foul divine, body like 
•• God*." 

The paiTagc which looks the moft like 
the perlbn location of both the firft and (e« 
cond principles, is the following; but then 
the whole has the air of figure, fo that the 
literal meaning is by no means clear. '* The 
<< DcmiurguSy and Father of the univerfci 
** has the third place among the inteUec* 
" tual kings -j-." 

In this fcale of principles, it was ufual 
to coniider that which is prior in rank, u 
the Father, container, and nourifher of that 
wi.ich is poilcrior. Though, therefore, 
the nous be the Son with refpeft to the 
God, it is the Father with refpe£k to the 
foul, and the nouridier of it, as Plotinos 
expreflly fays ^. And yet, the nous was 
only the image of the good §• 

4i/X'^t ^wcc' 70 JS tf-ftiotf, ^fisE</:<. laftit. cap. 119. f. 470^ 

f O UifTQX -J. /r/ffCy-Sf* JCtfl TATIIp 7a/c 7g ««fTl|«TV 

ifitw 7tf.^ir >!f'/j» 'f 791? 'o'fsK fixjiAibxi. Procbn ia Pit* 
toiicm, lib. 6. cip. '>. p. 3)j. 

7:(— Nic «r f T/ uuhf.Qi Ofi:7lf« «•/!! • Ji«4 r«r •tfTlf iCifl 
M.At -J 7x:cr4ti. En. 5. lib. 1. cap. j. p. 4S4. 
% Ems.ai^'I u«(:«/.fy9ut97srr&r. Ed.;. lib.ltCap.7»pb|Sf« 

2 When 
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When we firtd fUch confufion in the ideas 
of thefe Platonifts about their nous^ and the 
ideas belonging to it, we cannot be fur- 
prized at their likewife confounding the 
nous with the fupreme Being, whofe nous it 
was ; fometimes calling the world the off- 
Ipring of God, and fometimes the oflfspring 
of the idea of God, as in the following 
paffage of Julian : '^ This uniVerfe being 
*^ the offspring of the idea of the lirft and 
" the greateft good, being in its ftable ef- 
** fence from eternity^ received alfo power 
*' among the intelledlual gods •f'/' 

I confider Julian as a Platonift from the 
admiration which he exprefTes of Plato's 
principles, and his frequent quoting of 
him ', and he is aS diftinguifhed a Platonift 
as the reft by the inextricable confufion of 
his ideas on thefe fubjedts, as may be per* 
ceived in the following paflfage, in which 
it is not eafy to fay in what light he con- 

ysyovco; ixr/ovou vTTorag oaJIs tust^i rnv yuaviyuciv aa-iav el euSia^ kJ tw 
sv Toi; vospoig ^eoii zrapEh^o hvarsiav. Or. 4. Opera, vol. r» 

P- ^33- 

Vol. I. B b fidered 
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fidered the intelligible world ; but he feems 
to have thought it to be a kind of magazine 
of ideas ^ or patterns of things. And yet he 
reprefents the good as producing the world, 
as well as thofe ideas, and as making the 
world an image, not of them, but of him- 
felf. Speaking of the vifible world, he 
fays, that *^ it is preferved by nothing im- 
•' mediately but a fifth body, the head of 
** which is the folar ray, but as it were in 
** the fecond gradation by the intelligible 
^* world, and in the higheft place by the 
** king of all, about whom all things are;' 
" he whom, whether it be lawful to call 
** one that is above nous^ or the idea of 
** things that exift, which I call the Hobde 
** intelligible^ or the one, becaufe the one feems 
*' to be oldeft of all, or what Plato was ufed 
*' to call the good ^ for this is the iimple 
^* caufe to all' things that are, of beauty,. 
** perfedtion, unity, and immenfe power. 
^' Remaining in itfelf according to its pri- 
•* mary operative eflence, he produced the 
*• fun the greateft God from himfelf, out 
** of the middle of intelledlual things and 

dcmiur|;ic 
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*' demiurgie caufes, in all rcfpedts like to 



^•himfelf /^ 



As the vifihle world is fometimes con- 
liJered as the child of God ^ fo the mtelligible 
worlds which fupplied a pattern for it, is 
alfo fometimes confidered in the fame light, 
and called a child of the Supreme Beings 
and the following defcription of this child, 
and its properties, by Plotinus, who cer- 
tainly thought himfelf well acquainted with 
it, is myfterious enough; *^ As a perfon. 
*' looking up to the heavens, and feeing the 
** brightnefs of the ftars, enquires who is 
*^ their maker, fo a perfon who looks into 
<^ the intelligible world will admire the 
^* maker of //, and enquire who eflabliflied 

KocTfjuo ' 'EJp£(TQvlepci); h tii 3ia rm 'ssaSlm Paai>£a^ mipi ov fssavla eri¥ » 
OJl©" TOivyy, eAs to imnma T8 va koC^iv ouHov ^BfMg, eile ihav rav 
€v7wv, Sr? piiju TO vcmlov o-ufATrav. efls ev sTreiSv] 'sjovluv ro cv ooksi ag 
^p£(T^vWov ' eile Thalaov bicSev ovofJLaieiv to aya^ov • auk Sij sv u 
fjLcvoEi^Y]g Tojv o^wv ailia ^aai Toiq aaiv E^SfjLSvn^ Ho^ag te, x^ teT^w- 
%i@-^ svuarsa; te, xJ ^uvofxtag otfXYixoam ' HcSa rnv ev cw% fAsmra 'Sfpu^ _ 
lapyov acnav, fjLsa-ov ek yueam t«v voeptt^v xj ^nfjuiipyituov oulicav ri^ov ^eo9 
ixtyirovavsfnvsv eI taylit^ 'ffavla OfMiovBovh), Or. 4* Opera^ voL 
I. p. 132. 

Bh Z V it/ 
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^* it, who generated luch a child, this beau- 
^' tiful child, the nous^ a child produced 
** from himfelf. This cannot be the mus 
<' itfelfy or the child^ but before the jsr^u/and 
'' the child. The nous and the child muft 
^' be after him, requiring to be underftood 
^' and nouriOied, which is neareft to that 
*^ which wants nothing, not even to be 
^^ undcrAood. It has perfc<£t truth and in- 
^' tclligence, for it has thenni in the firft 
^^ place, being before all, neither wanting 
''any thing, nor having any thing; for 
'* othcrwifc it would not be the good\^* 

The latter part of this dcfcription would 
more naturally lead the mind to the idea of 
^ principle^ or property^ than to that of a pcr- 
fon ; but this is flill more the cafe in the 

* X2; h axaSu^a; n; tc> Ufavtt ■) ro raiv arfV9 fryyuAif^ fa 
1^ tvuci iC z^yM;fuSi Tcv HsaiuvH vunfftt. Ti; Ofa a tvulBP 0marm^ 

^:.ri-. ?£ .x/>:i»rv icj* ircif^iv f;^fi, cTi x;W?i; f^n. to it Wf9 mVt, M 
?::ai, ftTt :;^ I . r, a «" ov 7C a-iJth* w. tn. 3. lib. 8. op. lOw 

following 
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following paflage from Jamblichus, who, 
in an account of the principles of Hermes, 
or thofe E^ptian doftrines which were pro- 
bably the fource of all the knowledge (or 
to fpeak more properly, of all the miftakes) 
of Plato, defcribes the Supreme Being, or 
the good; and yet the greater part of the 
paffage gives us the idea of two different 
gods, one of which was derived from the 
other. But then the god and kwg that he 
fpeaks of as the inferior, was, perhaps, no 
other than the fun, as his Latin tranflator has 
fuppofed, and therefore it gives us no diftindt 
idea of the perfonificatipn of the divine nous 
or logos. 

** Before all things," he fays, *' that re^. 
" ally are, and the principles of all things, 
" there is one God, prior to the firft God 
*^ and king, immoveable, remaining in his 
*' own immoveable unity, not mixed with 
^' any thing intelligible, or any thing elfe, 
^^ but the pattern of that God who is his 
*^ own father, his own child, and the only 
*^ father of the eflentially good. For it is 
*^ prior and greater, and the fountain of all, 
^^ ajid the fource of all the firil intelledlu^l 

B b 3 •* ideas, 

i 



2^^ Principles of the Book L 

«* ideas. From this one God fhone forth the 
" God who is fclf-fufficient, for he is the 
*' principal, and the God of Gods, unity 
** from one, before all eflence, and the prin- 
" ciple of cflcnce, for from him comes ef- 
•* fence and entity. He is therefore called 
** the principle of what is intelligible. 
** Thefc are the oldeft principles of all 
** things which Hermes places before the 
*' ethereal, the empyreal and celeflial gods V 
We {hall the Itfs wonder at this confu- 
fion of ideas, if we attend to another of the 
Platonic maxims, viz. That being and energy 
arc the fame things. This was before cited 
from Julian, and I now find the fame in 
Plotinus, who fays exprefsly, that '^ energy 

* Uco rav ovlct}; o;7tfv, ;^ rav o>JiW apx^v cri Scof iig vpcarr®'^ k; 

iiie yap vqt^i^v aula E7ri7r?^£jiElai^ iile a»Joli. tsacaievyiia 3e iSpulai ts 
aulj7raiop(5- , avioycv^, xj ^/O7rc£iop®- Oes, m oviug ceya&H , f/Lsi^oy yap 
Ti xj 'mpaficv. X 'SiYiyYi ruv 'sravla)v >i wuSf/iry rav vrayAEVow 'SpoSluv siiw 
oilcov . aTTo h th evo^^ tJIh. o aJlapKvii ^£o$ Eouloif £|EAa^i(/e, fto ]^ ecu- 
*lo7raliiip, ^i aulafxy\<', , apxn yap -Jlog xj Ssof Sfftw . fMyag ue rs oc^, 
'Sjpcii<7i'3' '/ a^-)(y\ Tuf >i(Tia/; . ait aula yap afftohfig -y r\ aaia* iio x) 
voT^s:pjtv,q 'sspojayopTVElM, Aulai jhev av emv apxfiu 'STp£j€ulalai 'saci" 
Idjv, aq Epiir.r, 'srpcluv ai^spiuv xj sfATTupiuv 5suv 'Kfotarflu^ ly iw raw- 
^aviwv. Sect. 8, cup. 2. p. 158. 
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^^ is the fame thing with being^.'^ Accord* 
ingly, he calls the foul ** one fimple energy, 
*' and as its nature is to live, it therefore an-^ 
not perifh+Z' This is evidently making the 
foul to be nothing more than the principle, 
or property, oi life\ but then this is an ex- 
traordinary argument for its immortality, as 
it comes to nothing more than faying that 
life and death are oppofite things. But it is 
not my bufinefs in this place to attend to 
the many abfurdities of the Platonifts about 
the foul, and therefore I (hall return to my 
proper fubjedt. 

In moftof the preceding paffages the gdod 
Is defcribed as fynonynious to the Supreme 
Being, and of courfe a proper perfon ; but 
it is generally mentioned in the neuter gen* 
der, and is defcribed in fuch a manner as 
gives us the idea of a principle, property, 
or power, capable of being communicated to 
other beings, and even to the foul. " There 
*^ is," fays Jamblichus, ^^ a good vfhichtx^n^ 
** fcends ejfence^ that which is eifentially 

* En Sk }yroovEVEj>y£i(x, En. 5. lib. 9. cap. 8. p. 561. 
f fux,yi 5c t^ct Jy flwM mpyeia sera, cv rsf ?nv fv^th » ''^^'^^ '^^^ 
f^cifn^elM. En. 4. lib. 7. cap. 12. p. 466. 

B b 4 '' good, 
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* good, I mean the moft ancient and valu- 

* able effence, and in itfelf incorporeal, the 
' peculiar property of the gods, which, in 
' all kinds of them, preferves their pecu- 

* liar diftributiun and order, which is never 
^ feparated from them, and is the fame i^ 

* them all/' He alfo fays th^t " fouls 

* which govern bodies haye not the effence 
^ of the good, nor the firft caufe of good, 
^ which is prior to ejScnce, but a: certain 
' portion, and acquifition from it*.*' 

Proclus generally fpeaks of the good in the 
neuter gender, as if it was 2l principle^ and no 
per/on^ and that they wpre mere metaphyfi- 
cal confiderations which led him to placp 
this good at the head of the univerfe, is evi- 
dent from his reafoning on the fubje<9:, 
" The good,*' he fays, *' is above every 

%cy • vcEwrpi Uyco Try acicxv rrjv 'mpea^vlounv )^ riiuulothtv^ 3y xaff avkf 
aa-iav aaa^alov' Ses^v itioifjLa s^atpElov, ;t) Hccia wexflara yevn ravtoi 
ccola; ovlx^ Tv\pisv fisv av avkv n/jv eucsiav ^uxvofAvtv K^ Ta|(v, Jy hm. ottO' 
c'TTOfjizvcv raJk;. ToaJlo J' Cf/xog ev oKoig aa-aJlojg wroLpxflv. ^vxfligik 
Taig apx^(TM; cafAolaVy — aaia fiEv ayaOa toc lii ^ssapiTiv^ aJ' aSia to 
arya^ nspolBpa naa '^ rr.g aa-iag . e^rcxn ?e Ttg cBji caHa 3^ s^g mapij^ 
yivelcu* Sedl. !• cap. 5. p. 8. 

^^ thing 
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^' thing, becaufe all defire good ^." But 
from the idea of a metaphyfical priijciple, 
we eafily pafs to that of a cau/e, and from 
a caufe to a bewg, or per/on. , ** The good, 
*« (Ayd^ovy he fays, *f is the principle and 
^* firft caufe -I*,'' and the firft caufe he makes 
fynonymous to God. " God and the good 
^* (^ttyct^ov) are the fame. For that beyond 
'* which nothing is, and which all defire, is 

'f Godxr 

It was by metaphyfical reafoning that the 
Platonifts made t6e good to be fynonymous 
to the one, all numbers confifting of unity 
repeated, and therefore proceeding from it, 
and being refolvable into it, as they faid 
that all things proceed from, and return to, 
their refpeftive caufes ; a maxim which oc- 
curs perpetually in Proclus. *^ The one 
^' and the good {o^yA^ovy he fays, ** are the 
^' fame§." 

'^ El yap 'srafia ra ovla rs ayaSa Bfielai^ Sii^ov oIl to '»pft/7w^ ayaSoF 
tTTiKsivcc suTuv ovlo^ Ififtit. Cap. 8. p. 418. 

t Havlov Tav ovlaX apxn ^ oulia 'Brfulirn to aycd^ov en. Ibid, 
cap. 12. p. 420. \ 

J K«i yap T ayo^^ ;^ Se®" raulov . a yap fji;ifiSev eriv zmKma^ )u 
a fBiaila B(pi£Jai^ Se®- 4^o, Ibid. cap. 1 1 3. p. 462. 

§ TauTov yap £V /^ t aya^ov. Ibid. cap. 20. p. 425. cap: 
55. p. i%B. 

Though 
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Though every thing was by the Pla- 
tonifts called tf.ftx«» or principle^ with refped 
to that which immediately followed it, yet 
in the ftrift fenfe they applied this term to 
the firft and higheft principle only, ^* No- 
*' thing," fays Proclus, is fuperior to the 
*' *FX," ; for if ejfence was before the one^ 
•^ cjfence muft be the one^ but it is not 
«* fo*." He alfo makes life fynonymous 
to the firft principle, for he arranges all 
kinds of beings in the following order, 
lije^ nous^ fonl^ and body^. 

As the Supreme Being, or caufe, muft, 
according to thefe fublime Platonifts, be 
fuperior to every thing, it is amufing enough 
to fee how they were puzzled in making 
him fuperior to ejfence^ which alfo they 
ftrangely enough make fynonymous to nousX. 
If God muft be fuperior to e[fence^ and be 
the caufe of ejfence^ they were well awafe 
that he muft then have made himfelf, fince 

* T>j; yap oi.p'xy\q sSev mou xpEnlov £riv avsPYKsuov . n 3s n nffta 

fSJpO T8 £VOg, ^ETTZvi^Og ZTOU TW ^(TIQPJ TO £V, OM ^X U «^« TO fiV. Ill 

Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 84. 

f H ftEv «x nspooh; twv w/av, oi/Tw, Siaj 4'ft»J?, nau Wyum 4'i/X'K'i 
tig tuv CufxalitcriV reT^uhia'aa'a ^iMnv . Ibid. lib. 3. cap. 6. p* I3 1 • 

:|: Kai yocp vug aa-ict. Ibid. lib. 2* cap. 4. p. 93, 

I he 
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he muft have ejfence as the foundation of his 
other properties. This, therefore, feemis 
to have been admitted by the Platonifts, 
and their reafoning on this fubjed: is truly 
not a little curious. Plotinus fays, that 
" eflence is not a caufe with refpeft to Gx>d, 
*^ but God with refpefl to effence, for he 
** made it for himfelf, and having made it, 
** placed it without himfelf, he not wanting 
^^ eflence, fince he made it ; for, conlidered 
** as beings he did not make being. But it 
'* will be faid he muft then have been be- 
*^ fore he was, if he made himfelf, being 
*^ his own maker ; but we muft fay, that he 
** is not to be confidered as a thing made, 
*^ but as a maker ^/' On this a queftion is 
ftarted, whether God could have made 
himfelf otherwife than he did. But it is 
anfwered, that ** God being will itje/f] there 

* Out^i c^iv etvjco ttpyji n aalct (tv% . a\\* avIo^ otpp^») rtif 

etvjo . a Toivvv «<^€ jtctS o 2^t ^ont to gri. T/ av k a-yfJiCAt- 
vii ziTct 7ti Av "ufiv w ytfM^At y^yoviVAi . ii yAp nrmi g^y- 
lov, TO (j.zv cavIh KTfi) er/- To /' au 'womv^ i^iv weTw ^i^po 
erii/lif, T« nsoDsynvM ov]oi avJh • csrpo^ o cTii htlCltoVy cef ohai k 
7akJcov kclJa 70V 'jyojv/xsj'o", otAAct ka]a 70V TfotavldL. En. 6. 
lib. 8. cap. 19, 20. p. 754, 

** could 
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*^ could be no will prior to his cxiftencc*" 
Proclus fays, that " What fubfifts of itfelf, 
** being one, is at the fame time the caufe 
** and the caufed-l*/' 

The notion of God having made himfelf, 
or. being his own father^ and his own fon^ is 
well expofed by the author of the Recogni^ 
t ions J as implying that he muft have exifted 
before he did+, 

■ 

* EAT NATO }iV dL>^o\i *aoiiiv idLijov H I'TTonto'i — »/« 70 

£n. 6. lib. 8. cap. 21. p. 755. 

t Ev y^tp GV ct/^fit J^ cLt^tov er/ )y AilteLjov. Inftit. 46. 
p. 436. 

t Sine principio ergodicimus Dcum, inefFabili providen- 
tia demonftrantc : qui non a feipfo faflus eft, nee a feipfo 
genitus: eft enim fine principio et ingenitus : Ingeniti 
autem appellatio, non quid fit, nobis jntelligere dat, fed 
quod non eft fadus. Autopatoran vcro et Autogeneton, 
hoc eft, ipfum fibi patrcm, ipfumque fibi filium, qui vo- 
cavcrunt illud quod eft ingenitum, contumeliam facere 
conati funt, dubiis defervicntes rationibus. Indigere enim 
nativitate illud quod erat prius quam nafceretur,' parvulo- 
lum more intelligentes, putaverunt 5 et illud quod fuerat 
pro eo quod fuerit ponentes, quad per feipfum fa£tum, 
dicerc, in(;inia infanierunt ; et • plan tationi bus comparare 
illud quod eft ingenitum ut dsmoniofi, aufi funt. Lib. 3, 
fed. 3. p. 519. 

This 
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This dodrine of the fuperiority of the 
divine eflence to every thing elfe^ led thefe 
Platonifts to fome curious diftinftions with 
refped: to the place of God i and as they 
imagined that his being contained in any 
thing would imply fome kind of inferio- 
rity, they therefore made him the container. 
** The Gods," fays Jamblichus, *^ are not 
** fubjedt to any part of the univerfe, nor is 
*' any part free from them; but, being 
*^ fuperior, they are not fo in it as to be conq» 
** tained by it, but they contain. all things, 
*' and terreftrial things have their eifence 
*' in the divine fullnefs*/' To illuftrate 
this, he fays, that '* as light contains the 
*^ things which are enlightened by it, fo 
<* the power of the gods contains the things 
** which partake of it-f-." Agreeable to 

ret 'Zffift yny AyLoi^tt <tv\m iCfltflgrwjtsr. *M.* at yAv K^UTjons 
2V dLv]a> aiVTTO fJLi/iJ^iv^ ^ffi^iiyjvjajt, 3^ *sripn^H(n "srctvla, iv 
Avlots. TO. /• iTTi ym iv Toi^ 'ZTK^toua.tri tuv ^iecy i^^v]^ 
79 ^tvJLl• itSt. i« Cap. 9. p* 15. 

f Q.^'TTif »K TO ^a^ 'S^ff^p^gi* Tflt (psolt^ofJLZvctf tsjact )^ TcoV 
Ibid fe^. 1. cap. 9. p. 17. 

this. 
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this, Plotlnus fays, that *' intelligible place 
** is ill God, and not God in it*." 

The foul, likewife, having the fame fu-^ 
■periority to the body, that God has to the 
intelligible world, it follows from the fame 
principle, that the foul of the world is not 
contained in the world, but the world in 
its foul. Accordingly, Plotinus fays, " The 
" foul is not in it, but it is in the foul; 
** for the body is not the place for the foul, 
** but the foul is in the nous'f.'' Purfuing 
the fame idea, he would have faid that the 
710US was in the good. 

Again, as the foul of man bears the fame 
relation to the body of man, that the foul 
of the world bears to the world, Plotinus 
fays, that '* Plato, giving a foul to the body, 
** did well in faying that the body was in* 
^^ the foul." He illuftrates this by faying, 
in the fame connexion, that it is more 
proper to fay that '^ air is in light, than 

* O cTe j'ow7o^ TcTo< IV AVTa, etvros <Pi »Jt iv a}>m . £o« 6» 
lib. 7. cap. 35. p. 727. 

roTcs TO cci>ij.ct 7\) 4y^w, ctM* 4^;(,w [j.iv -iv Fft' • En. 5, lib. 
5. cap. 9, p. 528. 

'« that 
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** that light is in air*/' From this fpeci-. 
men of the phyfics of Plato, fome idea may. 
be formed of his metapbyfics i for he is juil 
as great in the one as he is in the other. If. 
we may reduce to fome general maxim all 
his obfervations concerning the place of 
things y we fliould perhaps fay, that when 
two things, which have mutual adion, exift 
together, that which is the more refined, 
and the more excellent of the two, is to be 
conlidered as the container^ and the other as 
the contained. 

The word trinity does not much occur 
in the writings of the Platonifls, till we 
come to Proclus, who has a trinity of 
trinities, and pretends to find them all in 
Plato. I am far from being able develope 
the ideas of Proclus on this fubjecS, and 
fhall only extrad: from him fo much sfs 
may ferve to (hew, that he did not mean a 
trinity of perfons, but only of principles.- 
*' Unity,'' he fays, *' muft precede the tri- 

* Ore opflfij^ *X^'^ ^ iVTAvBet K^yziVt «f « ctwp ^^ ^» P^^t-i 4 
i^Tip To ^aff iv rco a^pi , J\lo o^ U^ATav XccAfr>( t»F ivy^viu 
ivQctf ?y TO <Tcoy.ci.Ti iTTi (tretyrof, e&AA« ro 7au.<L tif TU 4''X''* 
£n. 4. lib. g. cap. 22. p. 388. 

> nity- 
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€t nity*." He fpeaks of a " Demiurgus, as 
*' placed before the trinity -f-/' ** All trinity 
** is nx'holenefs^'* ** In every trinity there 
" is an* end, an infinite, and a mixed ||." 
*^ Every thing divine is fair. Wife, and 
" powerful. This trinity belongs to all 
** the gods§." "For the three trinities 
" thcmfelves declare, myftically the un- 
*' known caufe of the firft, and altogether 
•' incommunicable God^/' 

With refpeft to thefe different trinities, 
he fays, ** the firft trinity is called one be- 

* Afi 5f ooi lEpo mg Tpia^®-^ HOI 'sspo 'sravl®' «^Ji3»f iv&tesru 
iia:iQ(T{M) TtTJ fMvoSd isrpHTrapxj^iv* Hoffoi yocp tc^ei^ Sepw axo (m^ 
vG^©- ofxoilM, In Platoncm, lib. 5. cap. 14. p. 281. 

t Kcu fjLEv ag drifjutspyog ngpo mg rpia^®" tiioffiiff^m lbid« 
6. cap. 6. p. 356. 

jt ILou Sag II ii,vj (TMyLTtoffa rpia^ oXohg srtv* Ibid. lib. 3, cap. 
20, p. 166. 

II Ev vcarT] yap En mEpag^ aTTEipov^ fjuKlo)/, Ibid. lib. 3. C. 13. 
p. 142. 

§ AsyEi Toiwv Huxpairjg ag apa 'ssocif en to 9«iov m^, Cfifoy^ 
^uvalcvy ii) TYfJ T^ia^a ToulrrJ 3iw«v etti nsoffog tvSiBUCvulM rdg tm Se«v 
'ttTfccSx;. Ibid. lib. I. cap. xxi. p. 56. 

^ KaJ ycc^ ai T^sig aulai rpictoeg ymriHag S7rayfe)^cn tw t« mgoSn 
Sfs, ^ aiAs9ejclii nsoivie^^g ayvvfov ailuxv. Ibid. lib. 3. €.14, 

« ing." 
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'* ing*." He alfo fpeaks of the firft tri- 
nity as eftablifliing all things, the fecond as 
giving them motion, and the third as re- 
ducing things to their firfF principles -f-,** 
But the whole is moft obfcurely expreffed. 
** The fecond trinity/' he fays, ** is called 
*' whoknefs^ perceived by the mind J." '^Its 
" parts, he fays, ** are the one, and the being, 
** which are the extreme, and the middle 
*' power joins them, but does not pcrfedtly 
" unite them, as in th? former trinity." lb* 
** This fecond trinity, he fays, *^* is in the 
'* Timaeus, called rt/a>']|." «« After this^,'^ 

* ElaX£i7ai J* av u 'ar^w7>j Tfiaj, ev ov. In Platonem, lib. 3; 
cap. 20. p. 164. 

+ Ette* )^ ray ovluv v fisf ^poifn r^ia; eSfo^iiv i>Jty{lo ra 'SocSla^ 
'^ ^sjpo TfiJi; oX^wv mv ^evle^cxv r^iai'a , fjLSVSi yav cuuv ev ou!k rqt^e- 

Toig o>^i(; x^^yo^ • i ^k jpth^ rng em to ev ewir^o^rig, xj rng r^ioMog 
cuvt'Mff<Tii(Ty\g TOL huls^a 'sjovla 'tJpog rag eaulav a^XfiV' Ibid. lib. 4. 
cap. 3. p. 184. 

J Ka>£ilM TO'.vuv n hJle^a T^iag^ dhok; voyHy] . /<ccf tj Se oyftj^, t« • 
£v, y^TO ov coc^a ^£y« . fteyii Jf ij ^uva/jug aa-a xavlcw^a ffuva'jrlu, t^ 
ax £voi [fccc^aTre^ ev tyi tit^o avkg) to sv^ kJ to ov. Ibid. lib. 3. 
cap. 20. p. 165. 

II Tnv ys (xw hvle^av y^da rauhiv tv TifjLuiu (jisv^ aiwa w^ocii^mei;* 
Ibid. p. 169, 

Vol. I^ C c he 
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he fays, ** we fee the third trinity advanced, 
** in which all intelligible multitude ap- 
*' pears, in which we alfo fee 'wholenefs^ but 
*' confifting of many parts*." 

When my readers have perfectly under- 
ftood thefe few paffages relating to the Pla- 
tonic trinities, let them proceed to what 
Proclus farther fays of the Demiurgic tri- 
nity^, and of the Demiurgic unity taken 
** from the trinity of the governing Fa- 
**thersj/' and then he will be pretty 
well prepared for the ftudy of the chriftiatx 
trinity. 

TO vo)]7ov tsM^oq Qi^ouvdai way, w i^ auhtv^ tihohjla /tAsy, eO^ at f/tspojjf 
-xoTv^fiw vfiTTna-n Ilaf/A£i'iJ>j^. In Platonem, lib* 3. cap, ^to. 
p. 166. 

t Kat uavra^ rt rj^idg u hfJUH^ymvi fjuelix^i rvig vpog euSov £wwf «j. 
Ibid. lib. 6: cap. 7. p. 358. 

X oil fABv 8v n ^apyifcn (mag, m; rpia^og t«v r\ytimam va%^ 
fwv e^^fAEvrj, Ibid. cap. 8. p. 355. 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Dodirine of the Platonijls ' concerning 

< 

the Union of the Soul with God^ and general 
Obfervations. 

J-TAVING feen this ftrange confulion of 
ideas refpefting the divine nature, its 
operations and influences, wc fhall the lefs 
wonder at the myfticifm of thefe Platonijfts 
with refpedt to the exaltation of the mind 
of man by a fuppofed Union with the di- 
vine nature, fo as to be fupported and nou^ 
rified by it; for it was a maxim with 
them, that every thing is perfed:ed and 
nouriflied by its proper caufe^ as Jambli- 
chus fays, " the fOul is perfected by the 
^* nous^ and nature by the foul; and in like 
*' manner other things are nourilhed by 
*^ their caufes*.'' One would think, how- 
ever, that, admitting this principle, it 
might be fufiicient to fuppofe every thing 

126. 
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to be pcrfcilcd by its proper and immcdidte 
Ciiuje \ and, thcrct'urc, that the mind of man 
fhould be pL-rfcdcd by its union to the cc- 
Icftial goJiy or at hirthcft to the divine nous^ 
without hr^ving any communication with 
the hi^heft principle of all, or tte gooa^ 
and, indeed, upon this idea, Plotinus fpeoks 
of '' the fuul being attached to the nrMs^ and 
** the 71GUS to the goui*,*' Agreeably to 
this alfo, Jamblichus fpeaks of the foul as 
*' raifcd by Theurgy* (or certain magical 
operations) "above all matter, and united 
*' to the etLiniil logos -j-." 

Hut t!iis was not fuilicicnt for the fouls 
of thefe philulbphcrs, which afpired higher 
than tliok' of ordiuiiry men. They thought 
that they might pafs through the i'»ft!ii^;i:< 
•UKrll, to t!ic ijigliell principle of all, and 
be united to /:v c:.:' itlllf. Thus Por- 
p!)yry f.ys conccrnin^^ Plotinus, that •• he 
•• WaS WakLful, and had a pure foul, always 
•' afpiriii- tj the Ueity, whom he entirely 

i ' *--l ■ .5 i- p- / J I- 

} ] * 3- T.xr»s i.>r: ai'^-v x.-.-;, u;iw Ti; guim Krfm nm^Mint. 
! c«Lt. ic. cap. 6. p. 17;. 

" Icvcd; 
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'* loved; that he did his utmofl: to deliver 
** himfelf from the bitter waves of this 
*' cruel life, and that thus, as this divine 
*^ perlon was railing himfelf in his thoughts 
^' to the firft and fupreme God, in the me- 
*^ thod defcribed in the banquet of Plato, 
** this God, without form or idea, and 
*' placed above the nous, and every thing 
** intelligible, appeared to him; to which 
** God," he adds, *' I, Porphyry, once ap- 
*' proached, and was united, in the 68th 
*^ year of my age*/' 

The means by which this union with the 
Deity is efFefted, is explained by Proclus, 
as far as mere words can do it ; but the 
meaning is, I own, above my comprehen- 
iion, " The foul," he fays, *' entering into 
^' its own unity, beholds every thing, and 

cwv nn^og to ^eiov a Jta 'sjaayig rvig ^ux^i 'V^, cii te "sjovI sttoisi^ a?ra^- 
>iXyrvM isiHfov KUfjL, E^vTca^^^ai^ta aifM^ola rah /?<a. ^ag hfia?^r(x 
thIco TO) ^xifjtovuo fait nsal^OsciHiq evayovli saulav sig tov "Sjfojlov i^ €7rEfcsivci 
Seov rai; ewoiou^^ )y xala toj ev t« cu/ittoo'io) efnyyiiMEva^ oSh^ ra 'sjAcc. 

lci)Vt^ E^aW] EKElVOg fMllE fAOp^ fJOfl T£ TIV» ihov f^^V, VTTEp 3f 1«J/, )y 

*sjcxv TOV vorHov iSjpufjiBvog., a Svi }^ £?« o 'sjopfvpiog awo^ Apyw *sfXna'iaa'ai 
^ evoOnvai^ iiog ay^veimoTov re xj oy^v. Plotini vita, ad finem. 

C c 3 '' God/' 
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•* God*/' •* Again/' he fays, " It is the 
^' faith of the gods that unites, in an un- 
'* fpeakable manner, all the kinds of gods, 
^* and demons, and happy fouls to ibe 
** gooJ'f.'* 

Plotinus gives us a more particular ac- 
count of this myflerious afccnt of the foul 
to God in the fullowin;; terms, frQm which 
fome pcrfons m.iy poflibly imagine, that they 
may derive fome afliilance in attaining to 
raptures of a fimilar nature. " The know- 
•' ledge, or contaft of the good, he [Plato] 
** fays is the grcateft thing, and the grCditcil 
'* difcipline; not meaning that the intui- 
** tion of the good itfelf is the difcipline, 
•' but Ibmcthing to be learned by it. To 
'* this \vc arc led by analogies, negations, 
'^ the knowledge of external things, and 
*' certain gradations. For it mull be prc- 
**• ceded by purgations, prayers" [fuppofcd 
to be underllood] *' virtues and ornaments 



^. £f:y. In PLiton^m, Ij:>. i. can 3. p. 7. 
i.^z•^.>a:. I' ul. \i\i. i. c=p. 25- p.l<I. 

'* of 
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** of the mind, the afcent to the intelligible 
** world, fixing there, and laying hold of 
^* the things that are there. Whofoever 
** becomes at the fame time a fpeftator and 
*• a fpedracle, of himfelf and other things, 
*^ and becoming ejfence and nous^ and the 
** univerfal living thing, no longer fees any 
'* thing from without, but being himfelf 
*^ that thing, that is, the intelligible world, 
*' or part of it, he is near to it, and within 
*^ one ftage of it" [that is, the good itfelf] 
" then fliining with every thing that is in- 
" telligiblc. Then laying afidc all difci- 
** pline, as the rudiments of a fchool, and 
*' being fixed in the beautiful, he knows 
" whither he is advanced. And being 
** borne thence by the nous itfelf, as by a 
^' wave, and carried aloft by it, as it were 
*' fwelling, he gains the fudden intuition. 
^' Not feeing how, but the fight filling his 
** eyes with light, he fees nothing but it, 
*^ the light itfelf being the vifion *." 

* En AC£v ayo^a ale yvuji^ sils STrapi^ /AEy: rov, )^ (isyirov fno'i 
Tblo sivM fJLo^fjLa^ a TO 'Sfo; offlo ihiv fjia^fjuz y^yav^ oi»a *stpi oujl'd 
fjux^eiv T» ^polepovy SiJbtcr/^jicri /abv av ava?ioyicu re }^ apaupscei^^ ;j^ 
yvoufTeig rm el aulv^ k^ o^ia^aa-fMi Tivsg • wopeuaci 3e KoBscpa-eig 'STpog 
c^lo x} aptlsu )^ KQO-fAmug^ ^ T8 w»fl« eTTiSaosig^ x) acr aulu lifucrn^f 

C C 4 J^TtiJf 
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As it may be fuppofcd that the learned 
commentator of Plotinus, viz. Marfilius 
Ficinus, well undcrftood this fublime part 
of Platonifm, and may explain it better, I 
fliall give his comment upon it* ** The 
' ladder by which wc afcend to the prifi'- 
' cjple has feven fteps. The firft is, the 

* purgation of the mind ; the fecond, the 
' knowledge of the divine works particu- 

* larly provided ^ the third, the contem- 

* plation of the order by which the infe- 

* rior works are gradually brought to the 
' fuperior ; the fourth, a certain propor- 
' tionable comparifon, bringing it from this 

* order to that which is divine ; the fifth, 
' is negation, by which you feparate all 
' that you conceive from the principle; 
^ the fixth, is earneft prayer to God, that the 

J^ Ti;iv EnsL BTTLSiG-ti; . og TLg ymlou 0/4M ^£alYig 7£ >^ ^Ofut aJlog oHh 
x^ TCiiv a>^^Vy ^' yEvofisvog aa-ia^ ;^ va^, '^ (acv tsaS\t>£g^ fiwsli £|o9fy 
aJJo ^T^ETTci , T87o 3c ys^fuvo^^ eyyug en, Jy to f^£|>J5 oww x) ngTaiaicy^ 
aulo y\^y\ im 'sjayli tu vorlo) iinri}£cv . ev^ in uura^ Tt^ "srov /ao&h/aoj 
:o fjLsxpi T8 'aroiJayoryij S^j, jcsu sv )ca>M lifvBeig^ £V 6) fjLSv en ftexp^ 
riik vcei • £|f v£x^f*> ^^ '^^ ^^ tx va oicv xvfjLc3iy hoi i/+« u9t coHh ciov 
emtraylog ap^ti; siaei^ev e^au^^mg . nx liuv OTrag^ oT^* n 5ea ts^JKroffa 
^ulog ra ofAfioila, a J* otuln 'sreTroimsv cOJjo opasv, oM* eaUo to fo^ t^ 
tpsifjLa w. Plotini En, 6. lib. 7. cap. 36. p. 727* 

*' Father 
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** Father of the intelleftual world himfelf 
^^ may truly make you the intelledual worlds 
** being virtually this world from the be- 
^* ginning ; the fcventh, that when you are 
^* become the intelleftual world, being car- 
** ried farther by the love of the good^ you 
** may be transformed from the intelleiluj^l 
*^ ftate to the good^ which is above in- 
*^ tellea */' 

Jamblichus follows Plotinus, and agrees 
with him in his account of this myftical 
union of the foul to God. Confidering how 
far the addons of the foul in thefe divine 
extafies are voluntary, he fays, " This di- 

* Scala per quam afcenditur ad principium, feptem 
gradus habet : primus eft purgatio animi : fecundus, cog- 
nitio operum 'divinorum fingulatim comparata : tertius 
contemplatio ordinis, quo opera inferiora reducuntur ad 
fuperiora gradatim : quartus, comparatio quaedam propor* 
tionalis ex ordine hujufmodi ad divinum ordinem fefe con- 
ferens : quintus, negatio per quam cun(5ta quae concipis 
fepares a principio : fextus, fupplex ad Deum oratio, ut 
jpfe intelledualis mundi pater te reddat mundum intel- 
le(5i:ua!em aflu : ens eniih potentia mundus hie ab initio : 
feptimus, ut quum ipfe intellefliualis mundus evaferis, 
ulterius amore boni concitus,. ex ftatu intelleciu^li tranf- 
formeris in bonum fuperius intelledu. Plotini. En, 6.' 
lib. 7. p. 727. 

*^ vine 
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vine irradiation, which comes by prayers, 
fhines and operates voluntarily, and is far 
from any thing of violence. But, by a 
divine energy and perfcdlion, as much ex- 
cels all voluntary motion, as the divine 
will of the good excels all animal voli- 
tion. By fuch volition the gods, being 
gracious and merciful, infufe abundant 
light on thofe who are engaged in theur- 
gic exercifcs, calling their fouls to them, 
and giving them an union with them^ 
felves ; accuftoming them, even, when 
they are in the body, to be feparate from 
the body, and to be carried to their eter-^ 
nal and intelligible principle. What I 
fay appears from fafts to be the fafety of 
the foul. For in feeing thefe happy vi- 
fions, the foul changes its animal life, and 
afts with another energy ; and feeing 
things in their true light, he no longer 
confiders himfelf as a man. For after 
quitting his proper life, he becomes pof- 
fciTed of the moft happy energy of the 
gods*." 
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Plato himfclf is always referred to, as 
having taught this method of the afccnt of 
the foul to God, or the chief good. But 
though what he has faid on the fubjed may 
have led to this myflerious bufinefs, it falls 
far fliort of it. Treating of beauty^ in his 
dialogue intitled T^be Banqxut^ he fays, wc 
may pafs from particular beautiful objedls 
in nature to beauty in the abjlra£i, and this 
he defcribes as the fame thing with good in 
the abftradl, or the firft principle of all 
things, in the contemplation of which con* 
fiAs the highefl happinefs of man. Having 
dcfcribed this progrefs at large, he fays, iii 
M. Sydenham's tranllation, 

A^^rtci Qi ^foi Tt ^#f iT I KtyLWiff if, ivuirtif 99TU *«?! /A«*» 
xtf/ T»tr ititc/p tLvToLif 7nr ••pOf g«t/T»C VOfltyifTJf, i<^|^6rTU 

f Ti 7i 7itr ciJ^i^f xtfi r0}i7iir ««t/74iw '^^X'^ m^myt^^dL — 

4t:_*^< C'^rrfizr. tr yep T# ^•ptir 7& yaxAfid. ^iAfAMTti^ 
« v'^y » *AAii.' (frwr «AA«77ir«f, KiU iTi^tfr %f^fyitA9 iHf^fi, 
jcc^j %/' eiy-5p*Te< itrtu ityiiTtfi, 7« Tlfif^*'? irjifuirt* wof^^ 
k:: /• > -.1 7*^ tcev7«( tfpiirtf ^iriir» 7^9 {AOJLdftmrArnf 7tf 
OiAr 1. i?; 'itr r;M^;<r9. Jamb, dc My Her. fcwl. i. ctp. tt. 

*' Here 
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^' Kere is to be found, if any where, the 
*' happy life, the ultimate objeft of defire 
'* to man. It is to live for ever in behold- 
** ing this confummate beauty, the fight of 
•* which, if ever you attain it, will appear 
** not to be in gold, nor in magnificent at- 
** tire, nor in beautiful youths or damfels. 
*' With fuch, however, at prefent, many of 
'* you are fo intirely taken up, and with the 
** fight of them fo abfolutely charmed, that 
" you would rejoice to fpend your whole 
'* lives, were it poflible, in the prefence of 
*^ thofe enchanting objedls, without any 
*^ thoughts of eating or drinking, but 
«* feafting your eyes only with their beauty, 
*' and living always in the bare fight of it. 
*' If this be fo, what effedt, think you, 
** would the fight of beauty itfelfhzwe, upon 
*^ a man, were he to fee it pure and genuine, 
*' not corrupted and fl:ained all over with 
*' the mixture of flefh and colours, and 
*^ much more of like perifhing and fading 
^* trafli ; but were able to view that di-vine 
*^ eflence, the beautiful itfelf in its own fim- 
" plicity of form. Think you that the life 
" of fuch a man would be contemptible or 

" mean 4 
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«« mean ; of the man who always diredled 
'* his eye towards the right objeft, who 
*' looked always at real beauty, and was con- 
'^ verfant with it continually. Perceive yoi^i 
** not that, in beholding the beautiful, with 
^* that eye with which alone it is poffible to 
** behold it, thus and thus only could a man 
*' ever attain to generate not the images or 
*' femblance of virtue, as not having his in- 
*^ timatc commerce with an image, or a 
** femblance, but virtue true, real, and fub- 
'^ flantial, from the converfe and embraces 
'* of that which is real and true. Thus be- 
^' getting true virtue, and bringing her up 
^^ till fhe is grown mature, he would be- 
*• come a favourite of the gods, aujd ai 
** length would be, if any man ever be, 
** himfelf one of the immortals*." Thofe 

'Zffa aT^^i, pLcSlov av^paTTu^ ^Eu/Aiva aulo ro xcChov . o fav fSiols iSVj?, » 
Hciict xp^^^ ''"^ *i £^Wa, xj Tag xaO^g 'acuiag it i^ vsavicncng 5c Jei (rai 
Eivai . ag vvv opav iK7re7r>yi^ai^ t^ elotfiog « xj crv, xj a}^i 'g:o>^oi cptavltg 
Tct ^oti&iKa, xj ^uvovreg a£i aujloig^ eiTTug oiovT nv fiiils ea^tsiVy fxrit trmtv^ 
oXAa ^eao'^ou fMwv xj ^uvsivai . ti ^ ta (e^>i) oiCfu^Oj «7« ysvoiJo 
aulo 70 KoKov ihiv £i>dKpivs;^ xa^apov^ afiuclovy eOO^ fin ostseftKtm 
capwm T6 av^pomivav jjJ xf^f^^^ *& ^«?^? 'BtoXAij^ fTwaptag ^vnkg^ 
aTOs aulo to ^siov^ Ha>\cv ivvailo fjiavsihg xcQ^hiv * ap ciei (e^) f^xi/Kcf 
&m yiyvec^ai emce fiHTcvlog ar^^ws, jtj ouivo o 3a ^/jtevts^ t^ |y- 

Kvlog 
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who can admire thefe things, fhould not 
complain of Jacob Behmen. 

This wild enthufiaftic notion of an union 
to God, to be obtained by contemplation, 
aufterity, and a particular difcipline, was 
eagerly embraced by many fpeculating chrif- 
tians, and contributed greatly to that turn for 
myfticifm, which infedled fuch great num- 
bers in former times, and which infe£ts many 
even to this day. It likewife contributed to 
that fondnefs for folitude, and abftraSion 
from the world, which gave rife to the cfta- 
blifliment of hermits and monks. The lan- 
guage of many chriftians has been much the 
fame with the following of Jamblicbus, who 
defcribes " a two-fold ftate of man, one in 
*' which we are all foul, and being out of 
** the body, are raifed aloft, and dwell with 
** the univerfal and immaterial gods ; and 
'* another ftate in which we are bound by 
•* the fhell of the body, fo as to be confined 

ycv7c^ aula " u s« EvSy/z)i (s^) oli tylau^a avia fjiovaxa y&nvTBlaij opufk 
a opotJov TO Ka>^^ iixlgiv hk SLOCiiha ap{\r,^y otle an £iSa7^ Bfcarlo(A£¥»^ 
c^ fltXuSn, o3e tk a}:if&Hi e^aTrlofjuva ' tekgvIi 3e apslm aXf&vi^ 3^ 3»c- 
'^ofjLBva^ irjrapxst ^sop?.si yvjEj^My J9, uTTBp t« oX^m M&paTTa^ a9»* 
vflJw Jti £yMV6), Convivium, p. 331, Ed, Gen. 

" by 
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** by matter and to be, as it wei:e, wholly 
" cbrporeal */'. 

Clemens Alexandriniw fays, after Plato, 
that he who contemplates ideas, will live as 
a God among men, that nous is the place of 
ideas, and is God+. 

If this account of the dod:rine of the 
Platoniils, with refpedl to God and nature, 
does not give my readers complete fatisfac- 
tion, it "will not be in my power to dp it. 
The paffages which I have feledled from 
Plotinus, and others, dark as they may ap- 
pear, are really fome of the cleareft in all 
their writings, the bulk of which may well 
be denominated darknefs that may be felt. 
The writings of the fchoolmcn, which have 
been fo much ridiculed, on account of 
their obfcurity, and idle diftindtions, are 
day-light compared to thofe of thefe Pla- 

* 2KEi^OME0A S>i to fiila nslo avfjLfavu; rot; ^po£ipf){ji£votg^ «) 
T»v yifislspav SiTTT^w xalarao'iv • ole fxev yap pAti 'i^vx'^ yivoixE^a^ i^ 
so'fjLev ff « TH (r6)fMcl&'^ fjLsleoipoi t£ ruv (is^* o7<av rav avTiav ^eav ptilui^ 
poTToXufjitv . oil J' au JfJk/AgSa ev ru orpsuhi cufxali^ K) aTTcr mg vhng 
HolsxofJLiSa^ 1^ scfiEV a-afjLolosiS'eii^, Scft. 5. cap. 1 5. p. IJO. 

f EiKolag Hv KM Thalwf rov ruv «3kwv ^eopnlifiov Ssov tv av^'TTct; 
in^ia^M pncTi • vug h xfipa ijffijy wg ?« <? Sc®*.. Strom, lib, 4. 

P- 537- 

toni{l$. 
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tonifts; I only dcfire any man of tolerable 
icnfc, who has a competent knowledge of 
the Greek language, and who may be dil- 
pokd to think there is too much Icvcrity 
in this cenlure, to fpend a tingle day upon 
Plotinus, Jamblichus, or Proclus. If he 
leave them without having his own mind 
very much beclouded (of which there is 
fomc danger) I am confident that he will 
agree with me in my opinion concerning 
them. 

In pafling this cenfnre on the writings 
of thefe Platonifts, I am far from wiihing 
to fugged a low opinion of the undcrilond- 
i;^.gs of the men. I believe, that with rc- 
fpcilt to their intellc^lual powers, they were 
equal to any nictaphyficians of the prcfent 
pgc, or of any other; and fo certainly was 
Thomas Aquinas, and many of the fchool- 
men. But mankind had not then attained 
to the fird dements of metaphyfical know- 
Icd^f, which is now indeed in a very 
impjiiccl rtp.tc, nui'wh behind many other 
hnuuhcs of knowledge ; and what poor 
work would Newton himklf have made, if 
he had been kt to read before he had 
I learned 



